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CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING CEREMONIES 

 

A regular meeting of the Committee of the Whole of Johnson County, Kansas, was convened at 9:36 a.m. on Wednesday, June 17, 2009, and was 
called to order by Chairman Annabeth Surbaugh. The roll being called, it was found the following Members were present and participating; to wit:  

 

 1st District Commissioner:  C. Edward Peterson    Present [arrived after roll call] 
 2nd District Commissioner:  Jim Allen     Present 

 3rd District Commissioner:   David A. Lindstrom    Absent 

 4th District Commissioner:   Ed Eilert     Present 
 5th District Commissioner:   Douglas E. Wood    Present [arrived after roll call] 

 6th District Commissioner:   Calvin Hayden    Present 

 Chairman:   Annabeth Surbaugh    Present 
 

Also in attendance were Deputy County Manager Hannes Zacharias and Chief Counsel Donald D. Jarrett. Serving as Clerk of the Board, Casey Joe 

Carl. 

 

****** 

 

GENERAL COMMUNICATIONS 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: We have a quorum present, so we’ll begin the meeting.  
 

COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

 

Proposed Budget Overview  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Welcome to yet another day in the wonderful world of the Johnson County budget. We have several outside services today. We’re 
starting with the Arts Council, and we’ll turn it over to Mr. Neufeld.  

 

Arts Council 

 

Scott Neufeld, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MR. NEUFELD: I, in turn, will turn it over to Robin Cook, who is the analyst for the Arts Council.  

 

Robin Cook, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MS. COOK: If you’ll turn to your countywide tab in your big detail book. They don’t have a lot of information in here, but I at least wanted to show 

you where the amounts were so that you could look there for references. The information is actually on page two, the agency services page or the 
agency highlights for the countywide tab.  

 

[Commissioner Peterson joined the meeting.] 
 

MS. COOK: With the Arts Council, here with us today is Sarah VanLanduyt, the executive director; Augie Huber, a board member, and also Brad 
Douglas, the interim board president. This year for the Arts Council, they actually did not request any additional funding. Therefore, in the proposed 

budget, the Johnson County contribution is $100,000. At this point, I’ll turn it over to Sarah for any comments, along with the board members. 

 
Sarah VanLanduyt, Arts Council, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 

MS. VANLANDUYT: I’m the new executive director for the Arts Council of Johnson County. Before I share with you our accomplishments from the 
previous year and our goals for the coming year, I want to say thank you on behalf of our board of directors for your support of the Arts Council. 

We certainly do appreciate the County’s investment in our organization. We have matched your $100,000 2008 contribution with funds from 

private and other public resources. For our 2010 request, our support is again $100,000, or level support, the same as 2009 and 2008. Our dedication 

to serving as a great resource to help the County achieve its goal of building a community of choice, a place where people want to live and work, 

remains steadfast. We have a cultural vision for Johnson County, and that has not changed. We want the constituents of Johnson County to have 

access to the best artistic venues and resources; we want the constituents of Johnson County to know about the artistic resources in their home 
county; and we want to raise the cultural profile of the county, and thereby, metropolitan Kansas City; as well as we want Johnson County to be 

known as a national arts community.  

 We believe our vision will help retain and attract a work force and families that value living in a county that’s known as a community of 
choice. What we can do is work with the community to build a vision and advance the arts in Johnson County, which can then help support the 

future economic development of the area. We can also raise the cultural profile of Johnson County through collaborative initiatives and partnerships.  

 What we have done toward your goals and our vision is we’ve recognized strong arts and education in our community schools through 
the Shooting Stars program in 2008. With 64 other supporters and your contribution, we recognized 89 senior high school art students and awarded 

$30,000 in scholarships. As a side note, in 2009, we recognized again 89 senior high school students, provided honorariums to nine high school art 

teachers, all in front of a sold out or record crowd of 800 guests from around the Kansas City area. That’s in great credit to what you’ve done for us. 
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The County, along with the Arts Council, was a catalyst as we explored arts and economic development issues and continues to be so. This includes 

partnering with Johnson County Museum to explore the possibility of a national museum of suburbia and research institute through our second arts 

and economic development symposium. The County has also helped us to build partnerships.  
We continue to work with the Johnson County cultural community to promote our county’s cultural resources. This is through a 

marketing co-op we’ve developed with about 15 other organizations within the county. What we’ve done with them and with the County’s IT 

(Information Technology) Department is launched a brand new partnership website promoting the arts and cultural community in Johnson County. 
That’s artsjoco.org. We are also about to launch an e-newsletter highlighting all the work in the arts and cultural community as well as a weekly e-

blast notifying residents of all the arts and cultural resources in their own backyard.   

Our plans for the future and to further our vision include leadership in the following areas: we plan to focus on raising the cultural 
profile of the county through partnership initiatives with the Johnson County and metropolitan cultural community. This includes the marketing co-

op that’s been reestablished, as well as the Metropolitan Kansas City Public Art Consortium, of which we are a co-convener with the Municipal 

Kansas City Arts Commission; public presentations to chambers of commerce; economic development committees and civic organizations on the 
benefits of our community’s cultural and economic development through the arts; and continuing to be a catalyst and advocate for new cultural 

facilities within the county. 

We will also champion arts learning through our Shooting Stars recognition and scholarship program and explore arts policy issues, 

such as regional cultural planning and continued advocacy and support for the County’s public art program. We also intend to continue 

strengthening our internal infrastructure. With your support, we’ve already made a giant leap toward that goal as we’ve been able to hire our first 

ever staff person. We also continue to develop a network of community representatives that support our vision through various committee, task 
force, volunteer, and board work. That is it. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any questions from the Board? Anything else you’d like to add? Thank you very much. 
 

United Community Services 

 
MS. COOK: You can stay right there in that same tab, within the countywide tab on page two. We next have United Community Services. With us 

for United Community Services we have Karen Wulfkuhle, and we also have Brad Stratton, the board president. For United Community Services, 

they have a Human Service Fund contribution of $105,000. The County is also contributing $25,000 for community planning. I’ll let them talk 
about UCS (United Community Services), and then we’ll turn it over to alcohol tax.  

 

Brad Stratton, United Community Services, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. STRATTON: I’m pleased to serve as the president of the board of United Community Services. My first role is to say thank you for the 

partnership that we’ve enjoyed over the many years working together around the areas of human services within Johnson County. Most recently, we 
hosted the Human Service Summit last week. I’d like to thank the staff and the agencies and the Commissioners that were able to attend the 

gathering of Johnson County around human services last week. With that, I’ll turn it over to our executive director, Karen Wulfkuhle. 

 
Karen Wulfkuhle, United Community Services, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 

MS. WULFKUHLE: One of the things I’d like to tell you this morning is about how your $25,000 grant helps leverage other dollars for this 
community. We are really excited. We were just notified last week of a grant that we received from the Healthcare Foundation of Greater Kansas 

City that’s for a project that will look at the intersection between mental health and law enforcement. We submitted this grant request at the request 

of the Mental Health Center and the law enforcement community here in Johnson County. We’ll be starting this project in July. It involves the 
District Attorney, the Sheriff, Judge Tatum, the criminal justice coordinator, the Mental Health Center, a variety of partners, many of which are 

County departments. We will be looking at how can we improve the response to those people who have mental illness who end up in contact with 
the criminal justice system. We were awarded a $49,000 grant. Part of that will allow us to bring in a national consultant to work on this project with 

us. We think this is a real benefit to county government that we’ll be able to do this and look at new efficiencies, new ways to respond to this 

population that clearly presents challenges for both the law enforcement and the mental health system. 
 That’s just one example of how the grant that we receive from the County for our operating budget can help leverage dollars, help 

improve coordination, help improve the human service response across the county. The other project that you put money into is the Human Service 

Fund, and as you know, those dollars are pass through dollars. They’re combined with those from the cities that then are awarded out to non-profit 
agencies to provide services that address improving public safety and increasing self sufficiency for people in our community. I’d be glad to answer 

any questions you might have about either of those two funding requests.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? Anything else you’d like to add? 

 

MS. COOK: At this point, we can turn to your alcohol tax tab. We’ll go over that real quickly. The revenues that we’re currently estimating for the 
alcohol tax are approximately $102,000. Currently, the estimated fund balance for the end of 2010 is $32,799. I’ll turn it over to Karen again to go 

through any additional comments. 

 
MS. WULFKUHLE: As you know, these dollars are dollars that stay in your budget, but we make recommendations through the Drug and 

Alcoholism Council, a volunteer council on how those dollars should be spent. We pool them with money from the cities. Again, those dollars are 

passed through to community-based organizations, including county government departments, which are the recipient of more than half of the total 
funding pool for alcohol tax funds. We continue to be optimistic that those dollars will remain available in 2010 and will continue with the process 

as scheduled until we hear otherwise. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? It’s been tough holding on to that this year. Thank you very much. Thank you for your work, Brad. 

 

[Commissioner Wood joined the meeting.] 
 

Extension Council 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Extension Council has their own tab, so you can turn to the Extension Council tab. 

 

Danny Lenz, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. LENZ: With me today I have Rick Miller, the director of the Extension Council. What I just handed out to you is an overview of where all of 

Extension Council’s support comes between grants, revenue, the County, and K-State (Kansas State University). I’m going to do a quick overview 
with you, and then turn it back over to you, Chairman, for any questions. The Extension Council’s 2010 expenditures are proposed to increase by 

$811 or 0.1 percent. This increase is due to increased fringe expenses. This Extension Council has budget reductions for $4,000. This is a reduction 

for office supplies and printing for 2010. The State has also reduced Extension Council’s funding for postage and printing by $16,000 for the State’s 

2010 fiscal year.  

 If you’ll turn to page four, we can review their RAR (Request for Additional Resources) for extension agent and health insurance 

increase. This RAR is for an ongoing increase to fund extension agent health insurance. This is cost increases that are not covered by the state of 
Kansas. An RAR to cover these increased costs have been included and funded in the County budget for the past two years. This RAR has been 

funded in this year’s budget at $3,700. That ends the overview. I’ll turn it back to the Chairman. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Do we have questions? Commissioner Peterson. 

 

COMM. PETERSON: The fact that the State has funded the insurance, does that mean that your employees are on a different footing as to what they 
pay for health insurance than the rest of our employees? 

 

Rick Miller, Extension Council, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. MILLER: Commissioner Peterson, our extension agents in the office, the staff that have that position, are either on a State health benefit 

program, or if they’re old enough and have been around long enough, under a federal health benefit program. K-State pays a portion of those state or 
federal health benefits. Then the Extension Council pays a portion of that as well. This is really our Extension Council portion for those anticipated 

2010 healthcare increases, both from a federal benefits perspective and a state benefits perspective then.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Did we not start doing this and originally we were not paying any of these fees? 

 

MR. MILLER: No. At some point, the State passed on a portion to the County several years ago. At one point, they were paying 100 percent of 
healthcare costs. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: That’s what I remembered, that we started paying several years ago. Therefore, they’re just taking more and more away.  
 

MR. MILLER: Yes. It’s not an additional pass onto the County that I’m aware of, not a larger percentage. It’s just the increase on the healthcare costs. 

Our percentage of that is the same as it’s been over the last five years. That’s just our increases.  
 

COMM. PETERSON: What I was trying to get at is how much we contribute toward these employees’ healthcare versus what we contribute to the 
County employees.  

 

MR. MILLER: For the state and federal healthcare ones, the extension agents, we pay approximately 50 percent of those costs; the State pays 
approximately 50 percent of those costs. On our Extension Council employees, our secretaries that are eligible for that healthcare, I think the County 

pays 100 percent of that. 

 
MR. NEUFELD: I don’t think that’s what Commissioner Peterson was referring to. The County is self insured. I think what Commissioner Peterson is 

trying to get a handle on is for the premiums in total. There’s a split between employer – irrespective of state, county, feds – and then employee. I 

think he’s trying to get a handle on what does that feel like to be an employee of yours versus somebody who is a County employee. 

 

MR. MILLER: I understand now. I will go back and check to see what dollar amount or what percentage that is for those agents’ healthcare costs 

versus our clerical support staff. I don’t know that off the top of my head.  
 

COMM. PETERSON: Do we have an option on what we pay as a percentage of their health coverage for these state employees? 

 
MR. MILLER: The staff members get to choose different health systems that they’re on, but the costs that they pay and the costs that the States pays 

are all pre-defined or pre-determined. I don’t think the percentage changes on that.  

 
MR. NEUFELD: In other words, I think what Rick is saying is that that funding mix is set. Then we just have to absorb the rest of the employer 

portion of that somehow at the Extension Council level. The County has chosen to pick up those increases in the past. 
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COMM. PETERSON: Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions? 
 

COMM. HAYDEN: Rick, I have a question. Is your usage up? 

 
MR. MILLER: Yes. Every year, our usage for all of the ways that people use us – from calling us, from logging on to the internet, getting access to 

people personally walking in the office – those numbers continue to increase every single year. Certain program areas probably have higher or lower 

levels of increase. For example, I can think right off the bat our 4-H program has actually stayed pretty stable. Numbers had gone down for awhile. 
They’re starting to go back up. One of our challenges currently is with two vacancies in our 4-H area with agents. Both of those had been under 

freeze positions. One of them just got hired; the other one is still in a freeze position. We have some concerns about that inconsistency and how that 

will create some issues with 4-H enrollment. However, across the board, all of our numbers have increased continually for the last 10 years that 
we’ve been tracking numbers.  

 

COMM. HAYDEN: Good. Thanks. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions? Thank you. I found out last night that you’re vice chairman of the Olathe Sister City Committee. You were 

present last night, and that was really a fun thing since Tony Taylor was there. Med-Act and Olathe’s fire department and Med-Act emergency 
services presented awards to Tony Taylor and those at Royal Metal for having been the first responder, actually before the first responder, that used 

the machine that started their heart. The gentleman and his grandchildren were there. All around, it was a pretty fun night. 

 
MR. MILLER: It was a great opportunity to see the City and the County working together, and again, another opportunity for us to be involved in 

some volunteer initiatives. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I just wanted to thank you for your service beyond the County. 

 

County Economic Research Institute 

 

MR. LENZ: Next, we have the County Economic Research Institute. Doug Davidson is going to join me. If you’ll turn to the Economic 

Development Programs tab. We have just a quick overview really. Their budget is going to remain constant at $300,000 in County support this year. 
They don’t have any RARs, budget reductions or CIP (Capital Improvement Program) projects. With that, I’ll turn it over for any questions.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions from the Board? Anything you’d like to add? 
 

Doug Davidson, County Economic Research Institute, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MR. DAVIDSON: We’re asking for the same amount we have for the last 15 years. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: From the initiation, that was the deal that you weren’t going to increase the money. You haven’t increased the money; you’ve 
done a great job.  

 

MR. DAVIDSON: What we’re finding in this economy is that we provide certain services for free to the public and to the business community. We 
also provide services that we charge a fee for. In this economy, we’re finding that many of the services we charge a fee for we’re getting fewer 

requests for, but we’re seeing an increase in requests for things that we typically don’t charge for. Those typically are things where people just call in 
and have a question and need some economic data, something fairly simple. The more detailed demographic studies that we charge for we’re seeing 

a decline in that side of our business. Therefore, the County’s support of CERI (County Economic Research Institute) is even more important to us 

in these times than typically. We appreciate your support. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 

 

Enterprise Center 

 

MR. LENZ: This is on the same tab; just turn to the back page of the CERI page. With me up here I have Joel Wiggins, director of the Enterprise 

Center of Johnson County, and Jeff Reene, board chair for the Enterprise Center. For the Enterprise Center, their expenditures are proposed to 

decrease by $150,000 or 45.15 percent. This decrease is due to the reduction of a one-time RAR for matching contributions. The Enterprise Center 

did not have any budget reductions from the County proposed for 2010. ECJC (Enterprise Center of Johnson County) is going to receive a $72,000 
funding reduction from KTEC (Kansas Technology Enterprise Corporation) for the State’s 2010 fiscal year. This is a $36,000 reduction for the 

County’s 2009 fiscal year and $36,000 for the 2010 fiscal year.  

 If you’ll turn to page three, we can go over the ECJC matching contribution RAR. This is a request for an ongoing increase of $150,000 
in matching contributions to the Enterprise Center. This funding is intended to attract additional funding for ECJC, allow the County to leverage its 

funding, and allow new financial partners to leverage their support. This request has been funded in the County budget as a one-time RAR since 

2007. Funding for this RAR was not included in the 2010 proposed budget. With that, Chairman, I’ll turn it back over to you for questions. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? Why was it not included in the 2010 budget since they don’t spend it unless they match it? 
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MR. NEUFELD: These are always tricky when it’s kind of a policy decision. In the past, the policy decision for the Board has been to fund it on a 

one-time basis. There have been times where we’ve gone ahead and taken that lead. We felt under the circumstances of the overall budget situation 

that we weren’t ready to commit from a staff perspective to proposing this for ongoing funding. That really leaves the Board with the option of 
following the proposal or funding it one-time or funding it ongoing. Obviously, funding it ongoing would increase future deficits. Therefore, we 

were being conservative would be the easiest way to put it. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Comments or questions from the Board about that? Commissioner Eilert. 

 

COMM. EILERT: Joel, your programs during periods of economic stress, which we are experiencing, my question has to do with the demand for 
services. My viewpoint would be that in the past years where large companies have downsized their work forces, many individuals, because of no 

choice or perhaps a long-standing desire to pursue entrepreneurial opportunities. Is that consistent with what you see or is there in fact a larger 

demand for your type of services from those individuals who might have no other choice? 
 

Joel Wiggins, Enterprise Center, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 

MR. WIGGINS: Just one data point, because I think it is true that the demand increases during periods of time like this. I can’t speculate on just why 

that is, but last year we had about 90 inquiries from companies who we actually met with. The first quarter of this year, it was over 40. Therefore, if 

you extrapolate that out, it’s almost twice as much demand in the first quarter of this year as annualized over 2008. We’re seeing the demand spike. 
 

COMM. EILERT: The reduction of $150,000 would have what kind of impact? 

 
MR. WIGGINS: Because of the situation with KTEC, and when the previous Governor, in January, indicated that she was going to do away with 

KTEC, we started to take some actions in not hiring an additional person that we were hoping to this year. We are hopeful that we won’t have any 

staff reductions going forward. We’re thinking of downsizing our space where we’re at today significantly, thinking we can still meet the demand, 
particularly with companies that are offsite that might not need space that we can still work with. Then we don’t know what’s going to happen with 

the KTEC thing. We think we can sustain services, but it’s going to be difficult. We’ll have to dip into reserves significantly, and we’ve been trying 

to keep those at a point that is more comfortable in terms of long term for us. Therefore, I think it would be a significant hit on top of the KTEC hit. 
 

COMM. EILERT: Scott, you mentioned one-time versus ongoing. I’m not sure I understood what you meant. We could make a funding decision for 

one year without committing beyond that, couldn’t we? 
 

MR. NEUFELD: Yes, absolutely. That’s all I meant by that is that would be easier to fund on a one-time basis. Historically, this Board has only 

funded this request individually one year at a time. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: We’ve done it before, but only for a year, not ongoing. 

 
MR. NEUFELD: I think we’re on the same page. It may be just the way I phrased it. 

 

COMM. EILERT: Thank you. 
 

Jeff Reene, Enterprise Center Board, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MR. REENE: Just one comment from an Enterprise board perspective. As you highlighted, Commissioner Eilert, with the economic downturn there 

really is a growing demand and a critical need in terms of the entrepreneurial support services and also jobs creation. With the funding environment 
in these KTEC productions, I think the match for this next year could be critical for us. If that’s not in place, we’re likely looking at having to 

downsize the operation in a pretty significant way, and as Joel mentioned, dip into reserves very aggressively. We’ve looked at the different 

scenarios, and Joel has done an excellent job in the time that he’s been here in terms of just fiscal management. We are concerned and want to meet 
the need of these aspiring entrepreneurs in jobs creation. 

 

COMM. EILERT: My feeling would be this, Scott. I don’t know what the proper process or procedure is, but I would like to have an asterisk placed by 
this request when we get down to the consideration of the entire budget. I’d like to note that. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: That’s how we handle it. We leave all those items in that we want to consider. Then when we have all those, we make decisions 

based on all of them.  

 

MR. NEUFELD: I would just tell all the Board members that if they feel similarly to Commissioner Eilert to mark it on their spreadsheet to discuss it 
further for possible inclusion in the budget. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: I have a couple of questions. First of all, what are your reserves? 
 

MR. WIGGINS: We try to keep about three months reserves just in case we have situations like this. The cash reserve at the end of 2008 was 

$335,000, which on a $1.2 million budget is about three months. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: The money that you’re losing from KTEC, you’re just absorbing that in your system. Is that correct? That is why you really want 

this opportunity to get the matching funds, to help make up for that? 
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MR. WIGGINS: Initially, that wasn’t our request, but that certainly is going to be part of it this year now. The KTEC loss will be from July 1 to June 

30 of next year. We’ll start to see that reduction coming in this third quarter of this year, which our fiscal year goes by the calendar year like the 
County does. We do not know what the effect will be after July of next year, whether there will be any funding from KTEC. We just don’t know 

what that will be. 

 
MR. REENE: The matching funds have also allowed us to leverage dollars from the community. That’s been very effective in terms of approaching 

prospects. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I understand. When there’s matching dollars, there’s always a lot more reason to give. At least it’s a good selling point to those 

who need to be behind you. I understand. I’m for leaving it in, but then I think I’ve supported it every year we’ve done it. Commissioner Wood. 

 
COMM. WOOD: On the training programs, you’ve expanded those. The question is do you raise enough revenues to cover the cost of those training 

programs from the fees you charge to attend the program? 

 

MR. WIGGINS: We do to cover the cost of the program without people. We don’t lose money on those training programs, but we have people that 

supervise it. Fully loaded, we don’t. In 2006, we had 14 workshops and 165 people. Last year, we had 24 workshops and 356 people. Those 

workshop numbers are growing, which I think also indicates the demand that’s in the community. 
 

MR. REENE: We also try to price those on a very reasonable basis, $25 to $50 for attendees so that it’s not an economic burden. There’s been huge 

demand. One of the areas that we see a lot of opportunity is with the twentyish generation, Generation Y or whatever you want to call it. An 
example is a Twitter workshop that we sponsored recently. We sold out the first one that day. I believe we sold out the second one and planning for 

a third and fourth. There’s a huge demand. We’re able to bring in instructors in those cases that do that on a pro bono basis.  

 
MR. WIGGINS: We focus it not just toward people wanting to tweet, but how businesses can use this as a strategic advantage.  

 

MR. REENE: Social networking. 
 

COMM. WOOD: The client base is increasing, I take it. The question is what thought has been given to helping companies get started, but having 

some kind of residual payment even after they move on? 
 

MR. WIGGINS: We are looking at all of those things, Commissioner Wood, in terms of how to both meet our cash needs going forward as well as to 

try to figure out ways that we might pull in some of those long term gains from successful companies. We’re looking at the mix of that right now 
actually. We don’t want to put everything into the future or our current budget then suffers. We’re trying to figure out what that mix might be. I take 

it what you’re talking about is either deferred services that then we get cash payment for later or else taking equity stakes in the companies.  

 
COMM. WOOD: When do you think you’ll have the game plan in mind? 

 

MR. WIGGINS: The KTEC situation is clearer now because their year starts in July. It will be somewhat dependent in terms of what the County 
decides to do with this RAR. Then I think as the demand grows for the services, the ability of people to pay gives us options to defer some of that 

and take equity in lieu of payment that we might be able to work with companies that otherwise wouldn’t work with us. The issue there is we want 

to make sure that if we are receiving equity from companies in lieu of cash that those are companies that we think the equity will pay out at some 
point. It doesn’t help anybody to take equity in companies that don’t materialize or don’t have the prospects of returning equity.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Hayden. 

 

COMM. HAYDEN: My question is can you give me a guesstimate of how many organizations you are assisting? 
 

MR. WIGGINS: Yes. We currently have 11 client companies. We have 23 resident companies. We screened about 85 companies last year for funding 

through our angel network that we manage. Last year, we had 43 investors write 54 checks into four companies for about $1.4 million.  
 

COMM. HAYDEN: Outstanding. What kind of revenue do you think it’s generating for the community? 

 

MR. WIGGINS: Sales revenue over the last 10 years has been $53 million, and last year it was $13,600,000. Twelve million dollars was raised last 

year, and over the last 10 years, $63 million has been raised. I don’t have the tax impact of all that. We haven’t gone to that level yet. 

 
COMM. HAYDEN: Great.  

 

MR. WIGGINS: Total jobs over the last 10 years is 743. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions? Thank you very much for what you do. 



Official Transcript 

Committee of the Whole 

  June 17, 2009 

 Page 8 of 21 

 

  

 

Page 8 of 21 

 

Developmental Supports 

 

MR. NEUFELD: We’re going to switch to Developmental Supports, so please turn to the Developmental Supports tab. I’ll turn it over to Jack Habig 
from my office.  

 

Jack Habig, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. HABIG: I’m going to give a quick outline and then turn it back over to the Chairman for questions. Developmental Supports’ FTEs (Full-Time 

Equivalent) are proposed to decrease by two to 332.29. The revenues are expected to decrease by $180,577, which is roughly 1.35 percent. 
Expenditures are expected to increase by $163,914, mainly due to the net impact of the reduction to personnel and the proposed salary increase. 

They do not have a Request for Additional Resources. Their budget reduction for 2010 is $130,430. This is personnel that is the financial manager 

and facility and fleet manager positions. Those positions are vacant. They do not have a CIP. Their estimated mill levy is 0.877. Their estimated 
fund balance amount as of the end of 2010 is expected to be $3,467,317. That’s 16.5 percent.  

 They are looking at a state reduction. There’s no reduction scheduled for 2009, but in 2010, there is the possibility of up to $528,000. 

That is mainly in pass-through costs. That’s all I have to say. I’ll turn it back over to the Chair for questions.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? Commissioner Wood. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Tell me more about the pass-through costs for next year. 

 

Maury Thompson, Developmental Supports, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. THOMPSON: The pass-through funds that Jack was referring to, and actually, right now, it’s best guesses. The State has still not finalized 

decisions. There is a meeting scheduled for next Thursday, I believe, where the State is going to meet with the 27 community developmental 
disability organizations to talk about their proposal. The way I understand it, they will be looking at reducing state grants. That’s the pass-through 

funds that Jack referred to. My best guess, at this point, is the Johnson County impact will be the cash subsidy program for families with a child with 

a developmental disability will pretty much be eliminated by those reductions. Again, it’s good news/bad news for us as a unit of government. Our 
budget will be relatively unimpacted. We may anticipate a $6,000 to $12,000 reduction period. However, the State’s cash subsidy program to 

families will probably be eliminated is what I’m anticipating at this point. 

 
COMM. EILERT: How many families in Johnson County in your client base would be affected? 

 

MR. THOMPSON: Two hundred one. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Those funds do what? 

 
MR. THOMPSON: That’s an annual allocation of $2,516 of purely SGF, State General Fund, dollars to provide some obviously minimal levels of 

assistance to families who are accessing no other paid supports from the system. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Is this means tested? 

 

MR. THOMPSON: No, it’s not. 
 

COMM. WOOD: If that were to happen, that reduction in the grant fund and thus the pass-through costs, or pass-through funding goes away, can you 
ascertain how many of those 201 families fall below 200 percent of federal poverty guidelines and let me know? 

 

MR. THOMPSON: I don’t know that we have that information. 
 

COMM. WOOD: I’m not assuming you do today, but by this time next year. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Eilert. 

 

COMM. EILERT: Does the receipt of SSI (Supplemental Security Insurance) benefits impact that ability for those families to access or do you know? 

 

MR. THOMPSON: No, it doesn’t. 

 
COMM. EILERT: Whether or not they receive them or not. 

 

MR. THOMPSON: That’s not taken into account. 
 

COMM. EILERT: Thanks. 

 
COMM. WOOD: The intent of my question would be aimed at providing some supplemental benefit despite what the State does. That would be an 

RAR for next year. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Any other comments? Thank you very much. Thanks to all your board members for being here today.  

 

MR. THOMPSON: Thank you, Madam Chair. I failed to mention that. I do greatly appreciate it. We have four members of the governing board here 
today. We have Mr. Dale Chaffin, Mrs. Gayle Richardson, Mr. Joe Vader, and Mr. Dyce Bonham. Thank you, all. 

 

Mental Health 

 

MR. NEUFELD: If you’ll turn to the Mental Health tab while those folks make their way up to the table. I’ll turn it back over to Jack. He’s their 

analyst as well.  
 

MR. HABIG: Mental Health’s FTEs are expected to decrease by 6.42. Total revenues decrease by $388,912, which is 2.7 percent. Expenditures are 

expected to increase by approximately $287,222. This is the net impact of the reduction in travel and elimination of the 6.42 FTEs and the proposed 
salary increase. Mental Health did not have an RAR. Their budget reduction is $325,290. That is the reduction of 24 positions equaling 6.42 FTE 

and $13,600 in travel. They do not have a CIP. Their estimated mill levy is 1.428, and as of 12/31/2010, their fund balance is expected to be 

$3,578,757, which is 11.5 percent. Mental Health is also facing a potential state cut. In 2009, they took a cut of $204,000. In 2010, they are looking 

at a potential of another $400,000 to $500,000. That’s about all I have to say. I’ll turn it back over to the Chair. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Questions? Commissioner Peterson.  
 

COMM. PETERSON: The state reductions, are those monies that were used for one-time or for ongoing costs? 

 
David Wiebe, Mental Health Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 

MR. WIEBE: Those are state grant funds we receive for ongoing services. That’s a real cut in our operation funding.  
 

COMM. PETERSON: The $400,000 that’s coming in the state’s fiscal year, are you going to see that in our 2009 fiscal year or next year or do you 

know? 
 

MR. WIEBE: We still don’t know. As with Developmental Supports, the State is still working this out. Of course, the state’s fiscal year starts July 1st, 

so we will see some of that cut in the remainder of 2009, I’m sure.  
 

COMM. PETERSON: Given the news of the state’s declining revenues, is there further talk of additional reductions between now and the first of the 

year? 
 

MR. WIEBE: There is talk of that. Of course, we don’t know. If the state’s revenues continue to decline, the Governor has the option of going back in 

and implementing rescissions to the budget. That certainly is a potential, and I think we’ll all know it when we read about it in the paper, in terms of 
the declining revenues. I might note there is a bright spot in this otherwise bleak picture. That is in our fee for service revenue, which is one of the 

things that we have a great deal of control over. The largest fee for service revenue is Medicaid. The State is very reluctant to reduce or cut Medicaid 

simply because of the high federal match. We are seeing a significant increase in our fee for service revenue. We’ve implemented a number of 
strategies to increase productivity in billed service hours. Therefore, we are looking this year at a projected increase in fee for service revenue of just 

under $1 million, which should pretty well offset the cuts that we’re going to be expecting or taking from the State. That’s the bright news in what I 

see as an otherwise kind of bleak picture. 
 Before my chair speaks, let me take the opportunity to introduce Wayne Vernard, who is the chair of the Mental Health governing 

board. Sitting behind Wayne is Howard Snyder, who is the treasurer of our governing board.  
 

Wayne Vernard, Mental Health Board, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MR. VERNARD: We have seen a remarkable increase in patient intakes over the last several months of about 10 percent a month. Even though things 

are pretty decent now, if our funds are frozen over an extended period of time, we’re going to see a degradation in service with increased waiting 

times and that kind of problem. Therefore, it’s good news and bad news, so please keep an open mind as you have in the past. 
 

MR. WIEBE: Let me add to that. Wayne makes a very good point. What we deal with is that inverse relationship between economic stress and the 

impact on people whose lives are vulnerable because of mental illness. All of last year, we averaged about 560 new intakes each month into all of 

the programs of the Mental Health Center. So far this year, that average is 630 per month. The last two months, we’ve seen 660 new intakes each 

month into our service programs. We really feel that impact. When we talk to our intake staff, they tell us they see it anecdotally all the time in terms 

of people talking about stresses caused by loss of jobs, threat of loss of jobs, threat of loss of home, loss of health insurance. We definitely see that 
inverse relationship, and it does create a stress on our service programs. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: What you’re really saying is that for this year, you’re probably okay but you know it’s not going to last. 
 

MR. WIEBE: That’s true.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I think we feel the same way; we understand the concept. Other questions? Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Have you completed the LUCI (Look Up Client Information) software? 
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MR. WIEBE: We’re in the middle of that with IT. In fact, they are in the process, as we speak, of conducting interviews with the users of that 

software. 
 

COMM. WOOD: I thought that was supposed to have been done by December 31 of last year. 

 
MR. WIEBE: We’re working it out. It was a timing issue with IT. We are in the middle of it now. 

 

COMM. WOOD: What steps have you taken in response to your internal audit for performance? 
 

MR. WIEBE:  Performance in what regard? 

 
COMM. WOOD: Improving your performance and your billing. 

 

MR. WIEBE: We have implemented a series of steps that came out, and I think you’re referring to the consultant project we had with MCPT. In 

2008, we saw a six percent increased in our billed service hours in our productivity.  

 

COMM. WOOD: Is that due to increased productivity or due to the fact that you’ve had six vacancies? Is that the result of enhanced performance or 
simply because there were six positions that were vacant and so everybody else had to pick up the slack? 

 

MR. WIEBE: I think it was a combination of strategies that we implemented. We redefined our productivity definitions. We implemented, for 
example, a centralized appointment scheduling system. We completed virtually all the components of our electronic medical records. All of these 

combined add up to some increased productivity.  

 
COMM. WOOD: Can you send a written report to all the commissioners detailing the accomplishments in enhancing your productivity and what that 

has actually resulted in? 

 
MR. WIEBE: Sure. In fact, I had provided a report to the Board just in the last month or so. I can forward that to you. In brief, what I was saying is we 

had increased our billed service hours six percent in 2008 over 2007. Thus far in the first four months of 2009, we are 14 percent over 2008. That 

has a direct translation into our fee for service revenue. That was that bright spot I was talking about. 
 

COMM. WOOD: How about your cancellation rate? 

 
MR. WIEBE: Cancellation rate is something that we continue to work on. It’s something endemic to our industry because of the population we serve. 

We are working with IT and hope in the next few months to have an automated appointment reminder call system that would be in place. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Is your cancellation rate less than 33 percent from what it was or is it still the same? 

 

MR. WIEBE: It runs around in the upper-twenty percent range. In talking with other people in our industry, that seems to be about where it is within 
the public community mental health industry. We think we can do better than that in terms of things like an appointment reminder system. 

 

COMM. WOOD: What’s your goal? 
 

MR. WIEBE: I think our goal would be under 25 percent.  
 

MR. VERNARD: We’d like to see zero, but it’s not going to happen. We do the best we can. We continue to gather data on the people who do not 

keep appointments. We’re going to react to that as we get more information. I would say that as far as the productivity in the income, most of the 
board, a majority of the board are satisfied with the progress being made. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Finally, has the Safety First publication been finalized? It’s now coming up on five years since Teri Zenner was murdered, and that 
triggered that. Has that product been finalized? 

 

MR. WIEBE: Yes. The second volume is basically in final form and ready to be distributed. I think I might note that this is not a project of Johnson 

County Mental Health Center. This is a statewide project that is guided by a statewide advisory committee. We don’t have total control over this 

project and this development. All of the testing that’s been done and the use that it’s had so far, it’s gotten very good reviews. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions? Thank you very much. 
 

Human Services and Aging 

 
MR. NEUFELD: We’re going to transition to Human Services and Aging next. Please turn to that tab in your book as they come up to the table. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: I notice you do not have a break in this morning time. 



Official Transcript 

Committee of the Whole 

  June 17, 2009 

 Page 11 of 21 

 

  

 

Page 11 of 21 

 

 

MR. NEUFELD: No, but we are running ahead of schedule. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I was thinking maybe after this one we could take a break. 

 

Gayle Kauffman, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MS. KAUFFMAN: When these books were printed, we still had the name of Human Services and Aging, but it’s now actually Human Services. The 

FTEs for Human Services for 2010 will be reduced by 0.5 to 116.41. Revenues are estimated to increase by about $286,000, which is about 1.5 
percent. This is due primarily to an increase in total grant revenues, which for them tend to fluctuate each year. Stimulus funding for 2009 and 2010 

are estimated at approximately $2 million each. Most of that is from the weatherization program, and then a smaller amount for the neighborhood 

stabilization. Expenditures are estimated to increase by about $289,000 or 1.3 percent. This is the net impact of budget reductions, an increase in the 
grant expenditures associated with those revenues, and then salary and benefit increases in the proposed budget.  

 The budget reductions total $140,387. They’re through various categories, but summarized it’s pretty much $20,000 from the capital 

equipment transfer; $70,000 from numerous contractual services; and $50,000 from the personal services. They are going to be experiencing some 

state cuts. The latest figures that we have are almost $197,000. One hundred eight thousand dollars is from the Senior Care Act; $80,000 from State 

General Funds for their core services; and then a net loss to the nutrition services of about $9,000. That net loss is from the State General Fund 

reductions of $109,000, but they received $100,000 of that ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) funding for the nutrition program 
that I previously mentioned. There will be impacts to these cuts. I’d like to ask Debbie if she’d like to elaborate on what those impacts would be. 

 

Debbie Collins, Human Services Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MS. COLLINS: Sure, I’d be happy to. As Gayle mentioned, we’re going to be receiving almost $200,000 in cuts from the State into our aging 

program. The bulk of those cuts come in our Senior Care Act funding. That is the program that serves frail elderly people in their homes, provides 
in-home support to them through the means of homemaker type activities, personal care assistance, respite care, that type of thing. We have a plan 

in place, and we’ve actually had the plan approved by the Kansas Department on Aging. We are planning to look at all the current plans of care. I 

think there are about 423 people currently in the system that are receiving Senior Care Act funding. We’re going to be looking at each one of those 
plans of care. We will probably have to reduce down to minimal levels of service, what we can absolutely get by with and still have folks remain 

living in their own homes and without being at jeopardy to their health and safety.  

 Obviously, that is not the ideal situation. We may end up seeing higher levels of nursing home placements because we can’t get to them 
three times a week. We may have to reduce down to two visits a week or one visit a week. We feel like we have a pretty good handle on it, that 

we’re going to do everything within our power to keep people in their homes, but there’s always that possibility that best plans may go awry. We 

will most likely be starting a waiting list for our Senior Care Act funding. We don’t have a definite prediction of when that waiting list will begin. 
We have other things in place that we’re going to do before we begin a waiting list. The very worse scenario, and that tends to be the world that I 

live in, is that we may have as many as 300 people on a waiting list at some point in 2010. Again, that’s worst case scenario, and that depends upon 

how many people come into the system and how many people leave the system.  
I wanted to point out that there are waiting lists in other parts of the state for Senior Care Act funding. We’ve never had one in Johnson 

County. We’ve been very fortunate in that way. Therefore, there is a precedent set. Seven of the 11 area agencies on aging currently do have waiting 

lists. They’re small, but it’s not like we would be the first people to implement a waiting list in this state.  
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Would you consider 300 small? 

 
MS. COLLINS: No. The highest waiting list right now is in the Wichita area, and they have about 139 people, so 300 would be significant. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: How many people do you currently serve in the Senior Care program? 
 

MS. COLLINS: Four hundred twenty-three. 

 
COMM. WOOD: How does that compare to last year? 

 

MS. COLLINS: It stays relatively stable because our attrition rate, we have people who age out of the program either through passing away or they 

end up going into a nursing home. We tend to kind of replace people about as quickly as we remove folks from the list. 

 

COMM. WOOD: How many people do you anticipate we’ll have on our waiting list? 
 

MS. COLLINS: As I said, I think worse case scenario, 300. We’re probably looking more like 200 is probably more realistic. The 300 number would 

come assuming very little movement off of our current roll. 
 

COMM. WOOD: Do you go through any process to determine the acuity of the needs of those that are being served? 

 
MS. COLLINS: We do, and actually that is part of the plan that we’re going to go through. As I mentioned, we’re going to be looking at their plans of 

care and trying to ensure that the folks are getting what they need to be able to remain living in their own homes, but not anything beyond that.  
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COMM. WOOD: Tell me what the criteria is that you grade your clientele, and then what services do you then provide and who provides them? In 

other words, what educational level of staff provides that service? 

 
MS. COLLINS: Each person that comes onto the system goes through what is called a care assessment. We have people in the office that provide 

those assessments. They go to their homes and determine what level of need they’re at. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Are these just hired people or social workers or nurses? 

 

MS. COLLINS: These are people in our office. Most of them are social workers, have some sort of a social work background. All of them in our 
office are degreed, either social workers or have a degree in some closely related field like that that do the assessments. The actual work is 

contracted. We have 13 different providers that we contract with, in-home providers. I don’t have the list of all those. I do have one person here who 

may know, if you want the names of those providers. 
 

COMM. WOOD: I don’t want the names, but I’d like to know what the credential is of the people. 

 

MS. COLLINS: Mike Isaacson is our operations manager for the Area Agency on Aging. He can probably answer some of those questions.  

 

Mike Isaacson, Area Agency on Aging, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  
 

MR. ISAACSON: All of our contacts or providers, it depends on the service they’re providing. If they’re homemakers, they’ve simply all had to go 

through a criminal background check and an initial training plus annual training. If it’s attendant care or higher level care, they have to be licensed 
nurses. 

 

COMM. WOOD: RNs (Registered Nurse)? 
 

MR. ISAACSON: It depends on the level of service. With some it’s an LPN (Licensed Practical Nurse), some it’s an RN.  

 
COMM. WOOD: At the level of care where an elderly person is perhaps in early stages of some form of dementia and is required to take medication, 

do we or service providers check their meds? 

 
MR. ISAACSON: That would be the highest level of care. That would be our attendant level care, and the Medicaid equivalent would be Level I 

attendant care. That does take the highest level of nursing license. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Is there any coordination – and I’m not being critical – between your services in this regard and our Public Health Department? 

 

MS. COLLINS: We do have public health nurses that specialize in geriatrics. There is some consultation with them. However, in terms of actual 
service provision, there’s not. That is an area that we’re certainly always looking for more partnership opportunities. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Do any of your higher level staff, LPNs, RNs, receive any training through the GERTI (Grow with Evergreen Resources for 
Transforming Innovation) program? 

 

MR. ISAACSON: The what program? 
 

COMM. WOOD: GERTI, what used to be Johnson County Nursing Center. 
 

MR. ISAACSON: I’m not familiar if their contractors actually send them through that training. I do know we have several clients and Public Health 

has a program where they send a geriatric nurse at least once a month out to visit with severe clients with dementia and situations like you’re talking 
about that we do. Our case manager will coordinate with the public health nurse. 

 

COMM. WOOD: I don’t need to know it now, but when you start changing how you do business in response to state funding cuts, I would like to 
know how many clients are in each category, and what continual education training the higher level providers are required to receive in order to 

continue to be a contractor provider with the County. 

 

MS. COLLINS: We can certainly get that for you.  

 

COMM. WOOD: Finally, if there is a list, and you have to start developing a waiting list, tell me how that’s going to shake out and what additional 
resources you will need for the next year, not this coming fiscal year but 2011. 

 

MS. COLLINS: Okay. Do you want us to get that information to you? 
 

COMM. WOOD: I don’t need it now, but when you develop it. 

 
MS. COLLINS: We’ll keep you up to speed on if and when we start the waiting list. We’ll keep the Commission posted. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Peterson and then Commissioner Eilert. 
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COMM. PETERSON: Did I understand you to say the state cut was $200,000? 

 
MS. COLLINS: All total, yes. We have the $108,000 cut in Senior Care Act funding, and it wasn’t in the original budget documents, but there was an 

additional $80,000 cut to our core services funding. That is State general fund dollars. That is essentially, to a certain extent, discretionary. We can 

use that and often actually the biggest bulk of that goes to pay for travel time for our case managers who travel between client homes. There are 
other things that that funds, but I’m not off the top of my head recalling. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: What was that number again? 
 

MS. COLLINS: Eighty thousand. 

 
COMM. PETERSON: On the spreadsheet for the request for additional resources, you’ve got $119,000 that was not funded. I think I’m hearing you 

say that even if we funded that, it wouldn’t fully restore the needs you have to continue the program at current levels. 

 

MS. COLLINS: That’s correct. I apologize about the numbers. It’s been one of those years where we haven’t jived with our timing. At one point, the 

understanding was that we were going to receive the $119,000 cut. Then they pulled that down to $108,000, but added the $80,000. Then we also 

ended up with a net loss in our nutrition program of almost $9,000. 
 

COMM. PETERSON: If we were to revisit this, would $200,000 be the number that we ought to be considering, from your perspective? 

 
MS. COLLINS: Yes. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: What’s the total state cut? 
 

MS. KAUFFMAN: One ninety six eight thirty-nine or rounded up, $200,000. 

 
COMM. PETERSON: The in-home program, if that service is not available, are these people in a position where without that kind of service, the 

nursing home is the alternative for them? 

 
MS. COLLINS: Yes. The entire purpose of this program is to keep people in their homes. 

 

COMM. PETERSON: Are these people Medicaid-eligible? 
 

MS. COLLINS: Most of them are not. In fact, none of them are Medicaid-eligible. That’s one of the things in our plan. We are going to look at how 

close people are to being Medicaid-eligible and seeing if there is some way that we can assist them in becoming eligible. However, for the most 
part, the Senior Care Act folks, these are the people who are not eligible for Medicaid but yet do not have the resources to be able to just pay for in-

home supports on their own. 

 
COMM. PETERSON: Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Eilert.  
 

COMM. EILERT: To followup on that, Debbie, is there a fiscal impact to your department for someone who might have to move off the in-home 
program to somewhere else? Are we just trading dollars? 

 

MS. COLLINS: If we couldn’t serve somebody in our program, the impact would be felt in whichever area they move to. It would most likely be a 
nursing home. Therefore, if I’m understanding your question correctly, we would just lose a client. 

 

MR. ZACHARIAS: If I may, Commissioner, I think the real impact is going to be with the State. They’re trading dollars that way. The State did cut 
those Senior Act dollars, but if they go to nursing homes, then the State has to pick up more on the Medicaid side. That probably is more dramatic 

on the state side than it is for us. 

 

MS. COLLINS: That’s correct.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Allen.  
 

COMM. ALLEN: Debbie, I guess my concern would be, unfortunately, the overall budget situation in the state. You saw some of the most recent 

revenue projections the state had. Are you prepared if the state comes – and I know your department would be one of the last they would cut exactly 
for what Commissioner Eilert was saying. The more of these elderly that we can assist to stay in-home, it’s a lot less expensive; it’s a lot better use 

of government/state money to keep them in a home versus having them go to a nursing home. My concern would be, I don’t know what’s going to 

happen in the future, but if they come out with a program and reduce your funding 10 percent or something from the state, there could be some very 
dramatic cuts on the state level that could impact you. 
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MS. COLLINS: That’s correct. We feel like this level of cut right now we are able to sustain the same level – not the same level of service, but most of 

the people that are on our service right now will continue to receive something. They may receive a little bit less. We probably will have to start a 

waiting list. At this point, we are not looking at staff layoffs. However, if we receive additional cuts, we are about to our saturation point right now, 
so we would be looking at a larger waiting list, much fewer services to the people that are currently on the system as well as potential for staff layoff. 

You’re absolutely right. We don’t know what the Governor will do. He does have the discretion at this point to go in and cut the budgets further. We 

don’t have the crystal ball, and of course, we’re in there fighting as hard as any funding recipient. I guess at the end of the day, we’ll just see how 
things shake out. Beyond this point, it is not going to be a pretty picture. 

 

COMM. ALLEN: I would commend you because I think, unfortunately from personal experience with my mother-in-law and father-in-law in nursing 
home care for the last several years, if someone could stay in their home, it’s a lot more efficient to do that. If they do cut you, my opinion is they’re 

going to pick up a lot more on the state level forcing people into the nursing home. I wish you very well and keep up the good work. 

 
MS. COLLINS: Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Hayden. 

 

COMM. HAYDEN: I know we’ve all got our heads in the wind on this. I commend you guys for making the cuts you have. Are we looking at any 

partnerships with SRS (Social and Rehabilitation Services) to evaluate these people that we can keep in their homes that may not be Medicaid-
eligible or that we know that they’re borderline, and are there any volunteer opportunities? I know you guys do a lot of work with volunteers. Is 

there another way or some sort of program that we could institute to maybe take up some of this slack? 

 
MS. COLLINS: Certainly, we work very closely. The Aging program does not fall under the SRS area, so we work with the Kansas Department on 

Aging. We’re working very closely with them. We have definitely thought about the idea of using volunteers to pick up some of the slack. 

Unfortunately, as Mike was talking about, depending upon the level of need, for example, we could send a volunteer in to give a frail elderly person 
a bath or make sure that they’re taking their medications correctly. However, maybe some light housekeeping. We do have those programs in place 

and will probably be looking at using them more extensively, especially if we can fill a small hole with a volunteer. We are definitely looking at all 

those options. 
 

MR. ZACHARIAS: I might add, Commissioner, as far as on the volunteer aspect, we look at that in a lot of departments. However, we’re finding it 

increasingly difficult to get volunteers in this economy. Many individuals that could volunteer before are now finding that they need to go back to 
work, so it’s a little more difficult to get those individuals than in the past.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: I have spoken to several groups of folks who are unemployed, many of whom have problems taking the help that they’re getting 
using Public Health for their kids’ shots for school. My mantra to them has been that this is a good time for them to volunteer. That way they don’t 

have to feel like they’re taking and not giving back. However, I think other people are taking double jobs in order to survive. There are a lot of new-

found bartenders to get extra money to survive.  
I would tell my fellow commissioners that as long as I have been on the Commission, it has been the Commission policy – unwritten, 

but reinstated periodically in pretty emphatic phrases – that we, as a government, would do everything we could to keep people in their homes even 

if we picked up the edge. We have never been in these kinds of times. The reason behind that policy was that even though it may cost Johnson 
County government more, the taxpayers collectively would be paying more. Those two programs were this as well as Meals on Wheels because 

those are the two significant programs that keep people in their homes. It’s really something. As long as I’ve been on this Commission, we’ve never 

gotten to this point before. We’ve always been able to say we’ll pick it up. Commissioner Wood. 
 

COMM. WOOD: In reference to the one RAR that’s listed in your budget book, the Spring Hill facility for $39,600, what’s the status of that 
relocation? 

 

MS. COLLINS: We are just in the process of starting to look for locations. In fact, on Friday, we have an appointment with Ken Morrissey, and our 
Facilities Department is helping us with our search. We obviously haven’t moved forward on anything because we’re waiting for support from this 

body to tell us that we can. Our reason for wanting to vacate the premises where we’re at right now is two-fold. One is the building has some 

significant issues as I think was outlined in the budget book. There are concerns with mold and other airborne irritants. It’s an old building, and it’s 
something that the City is definitely looking at. They’re doing what they can to make small repairs, but it’s a pretty big job. In the meantime, I need 

to be concerned about the health and safety of my staff as well as the general public that are coming into the building. That’s one reason for the 

request.  

 The second reason is that currently we are managing the operations of their community centers through a contractual arrangement that 

we’ve had with them since 1995. It was a very good partnership and a good arrangement back in 1995. Unfortunately, times have changed. The 

population of Spring Hill is growing; the needs are much greater there; we no longer have the resources on our team in the Human Services 
Department to manage the operations of the City’s community center. Therefore, we’re transitioning away from that role this year. We have a 

contract to continue with the service through the end of the year. Then the City will be taking over the operations of their community center. 

Therefore, it would definitely aid us in being able to transition more smoothly if we weren’t still sitting in that building. We suspect there would be a 
shorter transition period once the contract is over. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Refresh my memory, but it seems to me that we’re in the building rent-free currently. 
 

MS. COLLINS: That’s correct. That’s the reason for the request for additional resources. 
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COMM. WOOD: Does that also apply to the other facilities that you occupy or where there’s community programming? 

 

MS. COLLINS: Yes. De Soto, we pay a small bit of rent, not much. We were in the same situation in Gardner until last year when we moved out of 
Gardner. Roeland Park, we don’t pay in that building, so it’s a similar kind of situation. I did want to say that Stevie Morris is here. She is the Spring 

Hill Multi-Service Center manager. She actually works in the building and is familiar with all of the building issues. I do want to make it really clear 

that it has been a wonderful partnership with the City. We’re not faulting the City at all.  
 

COMM. WOOD: That’s because of Stevie.  

 
MS. COLLINS: It is because of Stevie.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Certainly when it was created, it was a community partnership. 
 

MS. COLLINS: It made total sense at the time. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: What was good for yesterday is not always good for today. Mr. Neufeld, did you want to add something? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Yes. Hannes can probably reiterate this after I speak. From a staff perspective, our plan is once Facilities finds a spot that’s suitable 
for the multi-service center, that we would just find a way to take care of it. Depending on the threshold and the dollar amount, we’d either come 

back to the Board or we would just transfer within the general fund depending on how many dollars it is. The only reason we didn’t fund this is we 

wanted to let it go ahead and play itself out as far as finding specifics. In Gardner, it took a very long time. We had several things fall through. Please 
understand that staff is supportive of them making this transition, and we understand the conditions of the building and the need to make this 

change. I just wanted to let the Board know that we plan to figure out a way to handle it, irrespective of this RAR not being in the proposed budget. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood.  

 

COMM. WOOD: One final question. On the FTE reduction, is that a vacant position or what is that? 
 

MS. COLLINS: That was actually the position that was just recently vacated by the retirement of Carla Keeling, one of our sign language interpreters. 

In order to make everything work with our multi-service center, we’re reorganizing a little bit in our multi-service centers. We took half of the 
funding from her position and we’re moving that over into our multi-service center outreach, in fact, one of the Spring Hill staff so that we weren’t 

forced to do a layoff, because at the end of our contract with the City, we will no longer have the salary support that the City provides. It was kind of 

a strategic trade-off. We did a real thorough analysis on our sign language interpreting program and are confident that we can continue with the 
same level of interpreting and case management for the short term. We may be back in a couple of years asking for additional help. However, for 

right now, we feel really confident that we will not be sacrificing to a large extent any services in our accessibility program.  

 
COMM. WOOD: It’s my understanding that you’re also doing a top to bottom review of the entire department, and I commend you for that and look 

forward to hearing more about it. I congratulate you for doing so. 

 
MS. COLLINS: Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions from the Commission? Anything you wish to add? 
 

MS. COLLINS: Just thank you for the opportunity, and we appreciate your support as always. We’re ready to put our shoulder to the grindstone or the 
millstone or the wheel or whatever working hard and appreciate any support that you can throw our direction.  

 

MR. NEUFELD: We have some options here. We have contacted Public Health, Facilities, and Elections. I believe Public Health is here and Facilities 
is here, and Brian is probably in route; he’s not that far. One of the suggestions that Robin e-mailed me was we could make a run at getting done for 

the day by lunchtime, but it’s completely up to you.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: By 11:20 a.m.? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Maybe not by 11:20 a.m. We’re at 11:00 a.m. right now, and we can break now. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: I would like to do that, but I do have to go somewhere. I also have something to do this afternoon because of a retirement, so from 

my perspective, it would be nice to get it done. Is that okay with everyone?  
 

Facilities 
 
MR. NEUFELD: We’ll do Facilities next. I think they’re all here. Then we’ll transition to Public Health as time allows.  

 

[Commissioner Eilert left the meeting.] 
 

MS. KAUFFMAN: I have Joe, Ken, and Neal with me as well. I want to mention that, in the past, Print Shop has been its own separate section. This 

year it is now included with Facilities. For the FTEs for Facilities, the overall increase is 0.23, which brings the total to 124. The increases were for 
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the Crime Lab and the Juvenile Services CIPs. Then they had departmental reductions of 2.5 for the new total. The revenues increased by about 

$269,000, which is stimulus money for an energy efficiency and conservation block grant, which is estimated at $402,000 for 2010. It also had 

$150,000 for 2009. Expenditures increased by roughly $752,000, 6.5 percent. It’s due to the net impact of the budget reductions, the addition of the 
building automation specialist maintenance mechanic for the Crime Lab capital improvement project, and the maintenance mechanic for the 

Juvenile Services capital improvement project; the increased grant spending in the stimulus funds; and then the proposed salary and benefit 

increases. 
 There were no requests for additional resources for Facilities. The budget reductions for Facilities were $213,055. Again, it’s various 

categories. It’s basically $38,000 in numerous contractual services; $30,000 in equipment replacement – that’s taking their computers from a three 

to a four year; $145,000 in personal services. That’s due to the restructuring and redistribution of the wood shop group, as well as one vacant part-
time position. If you want to turn to page five, we can go through their CIPs. I’ll go through the ones that were requested for 2010. I will mention 

that the only one that’s in the proposed budget is the capital replacement plan, which is the very first one, for $1,370,098. I believe Facilities did 

have a list of all the projects within that plan. If you’d like to see that, we can distribute that. The second project is the courthouse interim remodel, 
which is requested in 2010. It’s the renovation of 22,310 square feet in the courthouse to accommodate the addition of the future district court judges 

and courtrooms. That was actually placed in 2011. It was requested in 2010, but the committee placed it in 2011. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: I have a question. Does this include the further renovations that would be required on the courthouse if we continue to push out the 

building of a new courthouse or alternate site, leaving that courthouse and making it an administration building? 

 
Joe Waters, Facilities Management Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 

MR. WATERS: This includes the moving out of several groups – Trustees and as much of the Sheriff’s Department as can move out, not their 
security team and all that. It includes moving those folks out into rental space and the associated expenses with that, shuffling people around within 

the building to free up space in the right place to then build out as many courtrooms as we can, which we think is probably two. It would 

accommodate two additional courtrooms. I would remind you that we have three courts functioning in multi-purpose rooms today that aren’t even 
in court space. At our average growth rate historically, that would provide us enough space for judges that will be approved between now and when 

we get a courthouse built and occupied by 2014, 2015. It doesn’t get us beyond our projected timeline.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: This money would have to be spent in any case – courthouse or no courthouse. 

 

MR. WATERS: Yes, ma’am. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: That’s what I really wanted to know. 

 
MS. KAUFFMAN: The next one that actually was requested for 2010 is on page seven. It’s the downtown campus improvements. It’s a variety of 

improvements around the county’s downtown area. It’s the demolition of the dentist and Colonial buildings, that we configure the dock access, and 

the elected official parking at the administration building for $650,000. The next one is the shared training center. It was for study money that was 
requested in 2010. It was placed in 2011. It was $100,000. The need for shared training had been requested in the past capital improvement plans 

with various proposed solutions. This basically would create the study to investigate that.  

The next one is the new courthouse. It was requested in 2010, but placed to begin in 2012. That’s the $9 million, which is the land 
acquisition. Again, I imagine there may be further discussions on this from the previous comments that have been made on previous days. 

Therefore, I remind you that if that’s the case, mark your revisit list that you’d like to do that. However, it is currently in 2012’s budget. The next one 

is the Sunset campus improvements, improvements throughout the entire Sunset campus – signage, pedestrian and street lighting, sidewalks, trails, 
bus stops, shelters, stormwater improvements, and landscaping. It was placed in 2012. The last one requested for 2010 is the cultural center for 

$100,000 of study money for a co-located collaborative building or campus to include facilities for the Museum, the Library, and Parks and 
Recreation. That’s on page nine. 

 

COMM. WOOD: That’s study money? 
 

MS. KAUFFMAN: Yes. That’s basically all the CIP projects that were requested for 2010. Again, if you’d like to discuss any of these further, please 

mark your spreadsheet that you have. There’s no estimated mill levy, and there’s no estimated fund balance for reserves. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: I have no questions. Thank you, all. 

 

Public Health 

 

MR. NEUFELD: We’re going to transition to Public Health. I believe some of the Public Health staff is still in route. However, Lougene is here, so I 

believe we can get started. I’ll turn it over to Leslie Friedel and you can go ahead and turn to the Public Health tab in your book. 
 

Leslie Friedel, Budget and Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MS. FRIEDEL: I’m here with Lougene Marsh, the director of Public Health, and Richard Brewington, their accounting manager. As Scott said, please 

turn to the Public Health tab in the book. The total proposed budget for fiscal year 2010 is $9 million, excluding the risk management and cost 

allocation charges. If you look at the outline, their intergovernmental revenues are decreased by approximately $379,000, primarily from the one-
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time use of carry-over during fiscal year 2009. Intergovernmental revenues are proposed to increase by approximately $105,000. Charges for 

services are also proposed to increase by approximately three percent over the re-estimate for fiscal year 2009. Following a recommendation by the 

internal auditor, Public Health re-estimated their fiscal year 2009 and 2010 revenue for charges for services to more accurately reflect what they 
anticipate receiving.  

The use of carry-over is down almost $500,000 from fiscal year 2009. This is because Public Health must meet its maintenance of 

effort requirement for the state formula grants that they receive. While it’s not shown on their agency page in the out years, we do show an increased 
use of reserves to help bring their fund balance down over time while still meeting their maintenance of effort requirements. Their FTEs remain 

constant at 116.89. Their expenditures increased by approximately $223,000. It is primarily due to $15,000 for laboratory charges for family health 

services, which is offset by matching revenues; and then a proposed salary and benefit increase that is included in the budget parameters.  
Their budget reductions were $20,000 for transfers to equipment reserve. It will go down from $50,000 annually to $30,000 annually. 

Public Health believes that they can absorb that decrease and still meet their equipment needs based on one-time use of fund balance should they 

need it. Their estimated ending fund balance is estimated to be $2.5 million, and the estimated mill levy for Public Health for fiscal year 2010 is 
estimated to be 0.588 mills. That concludes my overview. I’ll turn it over to the Chairman for questions.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? Anything you would like to add? 

 

Lougene Marsh, Public Health Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MS. MARSH: What I would like to add is that the Health Department really appreciates the support of the Budget Office and the County Manager’s 

Office for its recognition and inclusion of the maintenance of effort funding that is required by statute. We realize that what occurs here is what 

appears to be a disproportionate sharing of the burden of reduction in county funds. That recognition of the double impact of any reduction in county 
funds, how that would play out in our total funding, we really appreciate that recognition, and appreciate the support of the County Commission as 

well. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much.  

  

Elections 

 

MR. NEUFELD: The Elections Commissioner is here, so would everyone please turn to the Elections tab. I’ll turn it over to Danny Lenz to go 

through the outline for the Elections Department. 
 

MR. LENZ: With me is Brian Newby, the County Election Commissioner. For 2010, Elections FTEs are proposed to remain constant at 18. 

Revenues are projected to increase by $1,917 or two percent. Expenditures are proposed to increase by $811,754 or 46.63 percent. This increase is 
due to one-time funding for the 2010 election cycle and the proposed salary increases included in the budget. Elections has $46,288 in budget 

reductions for 2010. This will result in the reduction of 57 polling locations for the spring countywide elections. 

 If you’ll turn to page four of the Elections section, we’ll go over their two RARs. The first RAR is for the 2010 election cycle. This is a 
one-time funding request for the cost of the 2010 election cycle. Originally requested was $1,093,008. The proposed budget partially funds this 

request at $620,000, $350,000 of which is going to be placed in countywide as contingency funds. On page five, the back page, is a 2010 election 

worker pay RAR. This is a one-time funding request for the cost of the 2010 election worker payroll. The original request for was $724,450. The 
proposed budget partially funds this request at $430,034. I’ll turn it over to you, Commissioner, for any questions. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Questions? Commissioner Peterson. 
 

COMM. PETERSON: Brian, are you able to live with the modified or the supplemental partial funding of the RARs? 
 

Brian Newby, Elections Department, appeared before the Board and made the following comments:  

 
MR. NEWBY: Actually, no. I think my big message, in our short period, is that when we’re here next year at this time, because we’ll be talking about 

the 2011 budget, we will be about six weeks, two months out from being out of money in 2010. Therefore, we’ll be coming back for that. The 

largest amount of that amount of money there is postage. It’s about $300,000 more in postage expense in 2010 than we had in 2006. I see the logic, 
and it’s kind of worked out okay coming back. It seems to be extra work. I’m certainly fine with it if that’s how we go about it, but the biggest thing 

is that I want to make sure everybody knows, and I’ll remind them, that I’ll be sitting here probably in this very chair saying, “You might remember 

back on June 17th last year, I said we’d be here in June saying that we will need this amount of money and we still do.” I fully expect that’s what 

will happen. 

 

MR. NEUFELD: I just would like to say that we would encourage Brian to do his best to stay within his budget. I understand that some inflationary 
changes have taken place since 2006. When you look at the total request that was brought forth by the Elections Office, we thought that was in 

excess of what would be needed. We did our best to calibrate what we thought would accommodate inflation from 2006 and what the year is 

shaping up to be. While I think it’s fine for the Election Commissioner to state his concerns, we would sincerely hope that he would do everything 
in his power to stay within his budget so that we do not have to do that, if at all possible. That would be our perspective from the Budget Office.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you want to respond to that? 
 

MR. NEWBY: I’d say, of course, that’s what we would do. However, the 2010 cycle, which is August and November, the majority of that will be 

falling in November. Therefore, we’ll be coming in saying how much we need it. One thing we may see is that we may not have as contested of an 
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August primary, which then that reduces the turnout, and that might reduce how many election workers we have. When we built this, we thought 

we’d have a more contentious August primary, which we still could have. However, in the last couple of days, it looks like we might not. If that 

occurs, that would probably reduce the expenses in August a little bit. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: What you’re saying is it’s really hard for you to know. It depends on who files. You get to find that out much later than now. 

 
MR. NEWBY: Right, and what got us into this, putting the even elections – August and November – into an RAR I think was a good thing. It was 

kind of the infamous snapshot at the pool discussion we had a few years ago of we don’t know exactly how much we’re going to spend. It depends 

on weather, it depends on this and that. I think putting it into an RAR so it’s kind of contained, those two elections, I think it’s a good thing. Putting 
it separately I think is good. Obviously, we want to reduce expenses as much as possible, but on the other hand, we came here in March and pointed 

out some glaring things that we’re going to need, and it doesn’t include any of those things in 2010. It doesn’t include any kind of salary adjustments 

for equity, doesn’t include any facility things, like fixing the grass so that people could park back there. It doesn’t have any of that kind of expense 
either. Historically, we’ve come back, and we didn’t come back in 2008. 2008 worked great. Actually, that’s what I’m hoping for 2010, but I think 

it’s not realistic. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Are there other elections besides the August and November for next year? 
 

MR. NEWBY: Right now, there is a five-city election in the spring. Then there will be some primaries related to that. We do not have a countywide 

election. Therefore, if we don’t have a countywide election, we will be able to get some savings on what was budgeted there as well. 
 

COMM. WOOD: Refresh my memory on where we stand with election equipment. Are we okay with that for 2010? 

 
MR. NEWBY: For 2010, and I think it does actually get to the other RAR, which is worth mentioning for a moment, but right now we don’t have any 

planned expenditure in 2010 for voting machine equipment. We will need some for 2012, but I don’t know yet how much we’ll need. One of things 

for 2010, the expenses that weren’t in 2006 is rent for advanced voting sites. If we can get the same places we had in 2006, it’s possible. That’s 
about $30,000 itself more than we had in 2006. If we have to get different places, we’re going to need to get bigger places so we can put more 

machines there, which might allow us to leverage those for 2012 and then maybe not need as many voting machines in 2012. If we can pack more 

voting machines into the advanced sites, then we don’t need as many voting machines at polling locations. 
 However, right now our advanced sites are full. There’s no more way we can squeeze more machines in there. In fact, we’ve got some 

privacy issues already. The other RAR is related to putting kind of a voting equipment replacement fund. I’m perfectly fine not funding that this 

year. I think that whenever we do need new voting machines, not just the incremental but when we need new ones, we probably won’t have enough 
money in that fund to actually pay for it. On the other hand, if we leave money in a fund, and we agree that we need to determine the purpose of that 

fund before we put more money into it, but we have about $1 million in it already. Therefore, I think we ought to agree on what the purpose of that 

$1 million should be, too. Personally, I think it should be used to pay for incremental additions such as 2012, whatever we find out we need and look 
to a future fund when we have that future need identified. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Very good. What’s the compensation level for the election workers? With the partial funding or based upon what you were 
requesting, what would it be? 

 

MR. NEWBY: It’s $110 now, plus $15 for training, and I think it’s $125 for supervising judges and another $15 for training. Partially, what we did 
was we had to bring up the training costs to be commensurate with any kind of minimum wage law. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Very good. Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me understand. I think I understand, but I’m not sure. We have set aside in the money that he would need to run the elections 
at the worst case scenario. No? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: My understanding is that some of the funding was put into his department and then we have some in countywide. If it goes beyond 
that, we would look at reserves. We are confident that between what’s in his budget and what is in countywide will be sufficient.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: He is saying no. 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Well, we disagree. His total request was in line was what he spent in a presidential election. We thought that was not what we’d be 

seeing in terms of expenses next year. Therefore, we reduced it. We disagree on how much we think it will cost. That’s why we have general fund 
reserves. If it turns out to cost more than we’ve got budgeted, that will be the last ditch place that we look to pick up the funding. Everything is 

heavily on cycles with elections, so one-time funding is sometimes okay. We just have a disagreement with how much we think it’s going to run 

next year.  
 

MR. NEWBY: I agree that we have a disagreement. It’s a $700,000 disagreement. Like I said, I think it’s fine coming back, but the only thing is it 

would probably be better if it was reflected from the beginning. However, I’m fine coming back. The biggest issue is the time involved. You have 
the pre-agenda meeting, the agenda meeting, all that kind of stuff right when we’re really busy because it will be August/September timeframe 

getting ready for November. I also think that 2012 there’s a very good likelihood will be nearly twice as expensive as 2008 was. It’s better to be 
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thinking about that. The postage thing, we’ve had three postage increases since 2006, including a major one. That’s a big piece of it; that’s a big 

portion of the increase.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: How much of this request is in countywide? 
 

MR. LENZ: Three hundred fifty thousand dollars. 

 
COMM. WOOD: Therefore, you have $350,000 plus $270,000. 

 

MR. LENZ: Looking at $1,050,000. 
 

COMM. WOOD: I’m talking about the election cycle. The request was $1,093,000. You’re putting $270,000 in the Election Commission’s budget. 

 

MR. LENZ: We’re putting in $700,000 into the Election Commissioner’s budget and we’re putting $350,000 into countywide as contingency funds. 

 

COMM. WOOD: I’m trying to figure out what these numbers are on this sheet, this request. Let’s start over here. He has requested $1,093,008, and 
you’re putting in how much in the Election Office budget? 

 

MR. LENZ: Seven hundred thousand dollars. 
 

COMM. WOOD: I see $620,000 here. What’s going on here? 

 
MR. LENZ: The $620,000 includes $350,000 in countywide. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Included or in addition to? 
 

MR. LENZ: This $620,000 includes. There’s two requests.  

 
COMM. WOOD: I’m dealing with one request at a time.  

 

MR. LENZ: This first request includes the $350,000 in countywide, plus the $270,000 that’s going to be put in their budget.  
 

COMM. WOOD: The $350,000 and the $270,000 is the $620,000. The Election Commissioner is saying that’s not adequate, $400,000 off. Mr. 

Newby, what’s the bare minimum that you think you can get by with? 
 

MR. NEWBY: I think one of the things that is a variable, and I like the approach of putting some of the County Manager’s fund – I think that’s a good 

way to work out the ebb and flow when you don’t know turnout. I don’t know that I can completely answer that because we don’t expect a 
countywide spring election. If that happens, we will have some funding from that that we’ll be able to apply to this. The only thing is if we had some 

constitutional amendment, which I still don’t think will happen because that’s going to be in November 2010. I don’t think they’ll come up with a 

second one.  
 

COMM. WOOD: How much can you lob off if you don’t have a spring election? 
 

MR. NEWBY: I think probably $100,000. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: What’s the constitutional amendment for 2010? 

 

MR. NEWBY: It’s going to be the Second Amendment, reaffirming the Second Amendment rights to bear arms, something like that. 
 

COMM. WOOD: It will still be $300,000 down even if you don’t have a spring election. 

 

MR. NEWBY: I think so. I was looking at the two together, the $1 million and the $700,000 and seeing that $1 million was budgeted. 

 

COMM. WOOD: Wait a minute. I’m talking about one request at a time. 
 

MR. NEWBY: Right, but that’s how I was lumping it. 

 
COMM. WOOD: You’re confusing me. Let’s do one request at a time. One million ninety-three thousand eight dollars was requested. I’m being told 

that they’re funding $620,000 of that by putting $350,000 in the Manager’s countywide budget, $270,000 in yours. That still leaves $473,000 short. 

If we don’t have a spring election, you save $100,000 you’re saying. Therefore, you’re still $370,000 short. 
 

MR. NEWBY: That’s right. 
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COMM. WOOD: I’m trying to figure out if the Election Commissioner says he needs that and he cut out $100,000, what else are we cutting out? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: We’re cutting out funding for a presidential election in 2010 is what we’re cutting out. 
 

COMM. WOOD: You’re saying his numbers are based upon a presidential election. 

 
MR. NEUFELD: If you look at the history, and I have mostly spoken with Robin about this because she was their analyst before she was assistant 

budget director. We’ve looked at the history, and the total requested amount was in line with a presidential year, not an off year. Therefore, that is 

where we started our basis from. 
 

COMM. WOOD: You’re thinking the $620,000 is adequate? 

 
MR. NEUFELD: Or close, yes. 

 

COMM. WOOD: If you think it’s adequate, why would you not go ahead and put the $350,000 that’s going in the countywide into his budget? 

What’s the thinking there? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Because obviously there’s fluctuations. We think if there’s not a spring election and some of those things that it could possibly be 
even less. Adequate is to meet the needs. There is a lot of variables that we don’t know until we’re sometimes into the current year. Therefore, we 

thought more of the worst case scenario would be where they had to tap into what’s in countywide. Best case scenario is they completely stay within 

their budget. 
 

COMM. WOOD: Thank you. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I just wish to make the comment that I think it’s important that we be realistic about the elections, not so much for Mr. Newby – 

not that that isn’t important; don’t mistake me – but because we’re going to be on a tight budget and because we’re going to be making some 

decisions on some of these social services where we need to know, we need to be honest with ourselves of what we may or may not have. I don’t 
care which pile it’s put in, which ledger it’s in. I just think we need to be very realistic because we don’t have a choice. We have to pay the postage 

for people to early vote. We don’t have a choice. Therefore, I think that’s definitely something we have to do. I just want to make sure that we’re 

being realistic. That’s all I’m saying so that we don’t decide to do something else with the money and now we don’t have the money because we 
will have to have the money; we don’t have a choice. Commissioner Wood. 

 

COMM. WOOD: I support the Budget Office’s proposal. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mark your sheet.  

 
COMM. WOOD: I don’t have to mark my sheet because I’m not marking to grant additional RAR. I support the Budget Office’s approach. 

 

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. 
 

MR. NEWBY: I think the only thing when we look at the turnout percent, sometimes there’s a belief that a lower turnout – and sometimes it’s true 

that a lower turnout reduces costs. Yet we had the same number of people vote at the polls in 2006 that we did in 2008. Therefore, at the polls on 
Election Day, the turnout was the same.  

 
COMM. WOOD: I’m not questioning your judgment; I’m just accepting his approach. 

 

MR. NEWBY: I understand. 
 

COMM. WOOD: To do otherwise means I’d have to go full boar to grant your request, and I’m not supportive of doing that. I’ll wait and see. We’ve 

got the money to pay for it if we need it, so we’ll just wait and see. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any other comments from the Board? Anything you’d like to add, staff or Mr. Newby? 

 

MR. NEUFELD: We are at 11:35 a.m. The only thing left is when we were originally planning to go all day, we had set aside the last portion of the 

day for any questions or follow-up by the Board for departments in health and human services, county contributions, record and taxation, and 

support services that were not having a specific meeting with the Board. We’d set forth the last portion of time for those kinds of questions. What I 
would propose is that if the Board would like to (a) be done for the day, and (b) let us know if we need to have some of those departments come 

back at another time for followup, then we could consider ourselves done for the day, because that’s the only thing that we haven’t done. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Have you heard from any commissioners? It’s been on our agenda. 

 

MR. NEUFELD: Not as far as I know. 
 

THE CHAIRMAN: I’ve not heard from any of the commissioners either. 
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MR. NEUFELD: The other thing that I would do is tomorrow’s schedule originally was Sheriff, Corrections, District Courts, and then followup with 

public safety questions. We’ve had a request to move the Transportation Department to tomorrow. Therefore, our plan is to insert them after District 

Courts at the end. The original schedule was 1:30 to 4:30 p.m. As I think everybody is aware, we’ve been making really good time. Therefore, what 
we told the Transportation folks is that they were scheduled for 4:30 p.m., but to come at 3:00 p.m. in case we’re running ahead of schedule. 

Therefore, our thinking is if we continue to move at the clip we have been moving thus far, we should be able to fit Transportation in and still be 

finished by 4:30 p.m. or earlier. I’m being an optimist there, but we’ve done really well so far.  
 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me ask, because I was not aware of some of the absences today. I know Commissioner Allen will be gone at noon tomorrow, 

but will the rest of the commissioners who are present here today be present? 
 

COMM. PETERSON: I’ll have to leave from about 10:30 a.m. until 2:00 p.m.  

 
THE CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Wood and Commissioner Hayden, you’ll be here tomorrow. I’ll be here tomorrow. We need one more person to 

be sure.  

 

MR. NEUFELD: It was our understanding that Commissioner Lindstrom will be here tomorrow, but that’s only because we hadn’t heard otherwise.  

 

THE CHAIRMAN: My suggestion would be that you put an e-mail out tomorrow. 
 

COMM. ALLEN: He’s supposed to be here tomorrow. 

 
THE CHAIRMAN: I think he’s here tomorrow; he just wasn’t here today. My suggestion would be that you might want to send an e-mail reiterating 

what the 2:30 to 4:30 p.m. was about and if they have any comments, to let you know. If you hear none, then you can assume there are none. Then 

reiterate the schedule and include the change, too, if you would, what you’re adding in. That way everyone knows where we’re going. With that, I 
think we’re adjourned.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Committee of the Whole, the Chairman, at 11:39 a.m., declared the meeting to be 

adjourned. 


