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2. Additional Charges from Cooper Machinery for Generator Repair – Jacob Coy 159-163
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1. Request to Waive Liquor License Fee for American Legion – Warren Johnston 164-166
2. Set Public Hearing for Amended 2024 Budget – Rachael Blackwell 167-170
3. 2024 Kansas Region G Hazard Mitigation Plan Resolutions – Gordon Fell 171-175
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MULVANE CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

November 4, 2024                6:00 p.m. 

The Mulvane City Council convened at the City Building at 211 N.  Second at 6:00 p.m.  Presiding 
was Mayor Brent Allen, who called the meeting to order. 

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT:  Tim Huntley, Todd Leeds, Grant Leach, Kurtis Westfall, 
Trish Gerber. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Austin St. John, Debra Parker, J. T. Klaus, Chris Young, Joel Pile, Gordon 
Fell, Mike Robinson, Amber Roper, Sally Tatro, Toby Kuhn, Patricia Ponder, Cheryl Couch, 
Aaron Lonergan, Don Gish, Jonna Gish, Krystal Decker, Milt Bivens, Dottie Bivens, and other 
interest citizens. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  All stood for the Pledge of Allegiance led by Mayor Allen. 

APPROVAL OF REGULAR MEETING MINUTES:  
MOTION by Leach, second by Gerber to approve the Regular meeting minutes dated October 21, 
2024. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 

CORRESPONDENCE:  Councilmember Leeds received an inquiry regarding a customer paying 
their utility bill through their bank and the payment taking several days for the City to post.  City 
Clerk, Debra Parker, explained that if a customer pays their utility bill through their bank, that it 
goes to a payment processing center and a physical check is issued.  The check may take up to 10 
days to process and mail before the City receives payment.  The customer’s bank account shows 
the payment, but the City must wait on the check.  Parker indicated that the customer may wish to 
sign up for ACH.  This is a free service which will draft the customer’s account on the 5th due date 
each month.   

PUBLIC COMMENTS:  None 

APPOINTMENTS, AWARDS AND CITATIONS:  
1. 15 Year Service Award – Amber Roper:
Mayor Allen presented Municipal Court Clerk, Amber Roper, with a 15-year service award and
thanked her for her service.

OLD BUSINESS 

1. Discuss Letter to County Commission Regarding PUD:
At the City Council meeting on October 7th and October 21st, several citizens were in attendance
to discuss the rezoning of the property located west of the railroad tracks behind First St.  This
property is commonly known as Sandy Bottoms and is a recreational area for UTV’s.  The council
heard from citizens both for and against the rezoning from RR Rural Residential to PUD for an
outdoor recreation facility that may have indoor/outdoor entertainment (live music and alcohol).
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This property is in Sedgwick County, and the City has no jurisdiction or zoning authority for the 
area.  Some citizens against the rezoning are asking for City Representation at the County 
Commission meeting on November 13th.   

The City Council discussed if they wished to provide a letter to the County Commission either for 
or against the rezoning or make no recommendation.  City Attorney, J.T. Klaus, explained that any 
letter would need to be based on the factors involved.  It was indicated that safety was still a 
concern.  The owner of the property, Aaron Lonergan, advised that he is still working on obtaining 
a second access to the property, and had plans to request annexation.  

There was no recommendation or motion from the council. 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. 2025 Insurance Benefit Renewal:
USI Employee Benefits Consultant, Sally Tatro, reviewed this item with the council.  In 2024, the
city renewed its medical plan with Blue Cross Blue Shield (BCBS) with a 9.9% decrease for a
partially self-funded plan.  The 2024 BCBS fully insured plan would have been a 5.1% increase.

The City budgeted for a 15% increase in health insurance premiums for 2025.  The Department 
Heads make up the Health and Safety Committee and have discussed renewal options and 
recommendations with USI. 

Tatro explained that  BCBS develops rates for fully insured plans differently than partially self-
funded plans.  BCBS is offering a 12.8% increase for the 2025 renewal under the partially self-
funded plan, or a decrease of  -8.4% under the fully insured plan.  Delta Dental will have a slight 
increase of 2.75%, and Surency Vision rates will remain the same for 2025.   

The City will share the renewal costs for medical and dental with the employees on a 92 / 8 split 
for 2025.  There will be no change to deductibles and other out-of-pocket costs.   For employees 
enrolled in the city’s medical plan, the city contributes $1,000 for singles and $1,500 for employees 
with dependents, into a Health Reimbursement Account. 

City staff looked at additional ways to save money for City funded benefits by changing the 
FSA/HRA provider from Flexible Benefit Services to Surency, which provides a lower per 
participant monthly fee and changing the Life, AD&D, Short Term Disability from Reliance 
Standard to Mutual of Omaha, which provides a 10.3% rate decrease. 

City staff along with USI, are recommending that the city renew the employee health insurance 
plan with Blue Cross Blue Shield (Fully Insured), Delta Dental for dental coverage, Surency for 
vision coverage and FSA/HRA Administration, and renew Life, AD&D, and Short-Term 
Disability with Mutual of Omaha effective January 1, 2025.   

MOTION by Leeds, second by Huntley to approve the 2025 Benefit renewal with Blue Cross Blue 
Shield, Delta Dental, Surency, and Mutual of Omaha as recommended by the City’s Health and 
Safety Committee and Benefit Consultant effective January 1, 2025. 
MOTION approved unanimously.  
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2. KDHE Illegal Dump Program:
Environmental Compliance Specialist with KDHE, Toby Kuhn, presented this item to the council.
The KDHE Illegal Dump Program is established by state statute and can only operate within a city
or its extra-territorial area at the request of the local governing body.  This program cleans up solid
waste across the state.  It cannot tear down buildings or other structures.

By state statute, KDHE can expend up to $10,000 per site.  A larger property can be split into two 
sites if needed due to the amount of solid waste present.  The total costs of the cleanup are split 
75% to KDHE and 25% to the local governing entity.  The local 25% match is normally met by 
utilizing equipment, manpower, landfill space, etc.  KDHE utilizes FEMA rates for equipment and 
manpower during the cleanup.  For example, if a worker earns $20 per hour, the FEMA cost 
reported to KDHE would be $30 per hour.  Any paid time incurred by city staff including 
administration, attorney, etc. are included in the match percentage.    

KDHE is responsible for all interactions with the property owner.  In some cases, law enforcement 
assistance may be needed, which would also count towards the 25% match.  KDHE prepares the 
necessary paperwork to gain legal access to the property either via consent or Administrative 
Order.  If the property owner contests the Administrative Order, the hearing is held in Topeka and 
KDHE staff attorneys provide the representation.  The city would not be responsible for any legal 
representation or attendance at the hearing. 

KDHE prepares all of the contract documents for the city to sign in order to expend funds on the 
site.  A resolution will need to be passed by the local governing body.  

The property located at 1481 N. Dollar Road has a large accumulation of waste tires, the property 
is in the Paradise Valley Addition and is not within the city limits but is in the extra-territorial 
jurisdiction (ETJ) of the city.  The city has no nuisance code enforcement authority in the ETJ, 
however if the property owner is willing to work with the city and KDHE, the program could help 
to remove a public nuisance.  KDHE wishes to partner with the city to remove the tires.  The first 
step for KDHE involvement would be to complete the Illegal Dump Program Request 
Form.   KDHE will reimburse the expenses via the Illegal Dump Program.  The City of Mulvane 
would be required to pay the tire recycler with KDHE reimbursing those costs.    

The City Council discussed providing resources and funds for a project outside the City limits.  
City Attorney, J.T. Klaus, advised that this is taxpayers’ dollars, and the council would need to 
have justification in order to spend money outside the City limits.  The City has no code 
enforcement for the area, and this should be the responsibility of Sumner Co.  Kuhn advised that 
Sumner County requested that he ask the City of Mulvane for assistance.  If the City does not wish 
to participate, Kuhn will go back to Sumner Co.   

After much discussion, the City Council felt that there is justification to help since this would 
become a health and safety issue for the City if the tires were to catch on fire, and felt the cost to 
the City would be minimal. 

MOTION by Leeds, second by Leach to participate in the KDHE Illegal Dump Program for the 
property located at 1481 N. Dollar Road subject to contract review by the City Attorney. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
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3.  Augusta Water Prepay Agreement: 
City Administrator, Austin St. John, reviewed this item with the council.  In September 2024, the 
City of Augusta water transmission pipeline which supplies water to the City of Mulvane ruptured 
under the Walnut River.  Augusta received an estimate from Nowak Construction for $213,190 to 
repair the pipeline.  The City of Augusta is requesting monetary assistance of $100,000 from the 
City of Mulvane to help with the repair of the pipeline.  This agreement will be a prepayment of 
the City’s water bill from Augusta with a monthly discount and includes 2.99% interest.  Augusta 
shall charge Mulvane only for water actually delivered during the Delivery Period which extends 
from November 15, 2024, through January 1, 2026, and shall apply the Monthly Discount during 
the Delivery Period.  
 
MOTION by Huntley, second by Leeds to approve the Water Prepay Agreement with the City of 
Augusta, with the Mayor to sign. 
MOTION approved 4 – 1 with Leach opposed. 
 
4.  Emerald Valley 2nd Addition: 
City Attorney, J. T. Klaus, reviewed this item with the council.  The City received two amended  
petitions and an amended Developers Agreement for the Emerald Valley 2nd Addition.  The 
amended petitions reflect an increase in the Sanitary Sewer Improvements, and a decrease in the 
Water Improvements.  Bond Counsel has prepared an amending resolution of advisability and an 
amending work ordinance.  Suburban Land Development, LLC must submit a supplemental letter 
of credit in the amount of $17,245 before any construction contracts are approved.   
 
The City Council must formally accept the amended petitions requesting the changes in estimated 
costs for the water and sanitary sewer improvements in the Subdivision and adopt the amending 
resolution and amending ordinance in order to special assess the costs of the improvements to the 
Addition.   
 
MOTION by Huntley, second by Westfall to accept the two amended petitions for the Emerald 
Valley Second Water Line Improvements and Emerald Valley Second Sewer Improvements. 
MOTION approved unanimously.  
 
MOTION by Huntley, second by Gerber to approve the amended Developer’s Agreement and 
authorize the Mayor to sign. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
 
MOTION by Huntley, second by Leach to adopt Resolution No. 2024-12, amending Resolution 
No. 2024-4 regarding the advisability of Emerald Valley Second Water Line Improvements and 
Emerald Valley Second Sewer Improvements. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2024-12 
 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 2024-4 OF THE CITY OF 
MULVANE, KANSAS. 

 
MOTION by Huntley, second by Leeds to adopt Ordinance No. 1593, amending Ordinance No. 
1582 regarding the construction of the Emerald Valley Second Water Line Improvements and 
Emerald Valley Second Sewer Improvements. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1593 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 1582 OF THE CITY OF 
MULVANE, KANSAS. 

 
 

ENGINEER 
 
1.  Project Review and Update: 
Phase 3 Main “A” Sanitary Sewer – Final plans and bid documents have been completed and the 
project is currently being advertised for bids.  An additional week to prepare bids has been 
requested.  An addendum will be issued extending the bid date to November 14th.  Phase 2 
Warranty Work to repair a portion of First St. is ready to begin. 
 
Phase 1 Harvest Point Addition Infrastructure – The Contractor has completed sanitary sewer 
installations and is working on storm sewer installations.  Bids for Street Improvements are 
scheduled for November 21st. 
 
 

CITY STAFF 
 

City Clerk:  
1.  KPP Energy Voting Delegates: The KPP Energy Annual Members Meeting is December 13, 
2024.  Voting delegates for the meeting need to be selected by the member city’s governing body.  
 
MOTION by Leeds, second by Huntley to appoint Austin St. John as the representative voting 
delegate and Jacob Coy as the alternate voting delegate at the KPP Energy Annual Members 
Meeting. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
 
MOTION by Leeds, second by Westfall to appoint Bill Reekie as the second alternate voting 
delegate at the KPP Energy Annual Member Meeting. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
 
City Administrator: None 
 
City Attorney:  
1.  Executive Session:  City Attorney, J.T. Klaus, requested an Executive Session for a period of 
fifteen (15) minutes to discuss matters pertaining to land acquisition. 
 
MOTION by Leeds, second by Leach, to recess this meeting to an Executive Session to discuss 
matters pertaining to the acquisition of real property pursuant to K.S.A. 75-4319(b)(6) for the 
purpose of discussing the acquisition of land for a period not to exceed fifteen (15) minutes and to 
reconvene at approximately 7:35 p.m. to include the Mayor, City Council, City Administrator, and 
the City Attorney. 
MOTION approved unanimously at 7:20 p.m. 
 
MOTION by Gerber, second by Leach to reconvene the City Council meeting. 
MOTION approved unanimously at 7:35 p.m. 
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Mayor Allen advised that no decisions were made during the Executive Session. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS: 
MOTION by Leeds, second by Gerber to approve consent agenda items 1-7. 
1.  Payroll Dated 10/25/24 - $243,849.83 
2.  City Utility Bills for September - $17,360.73 
3.  Library Collection Items - $11,000.00 
4.  Connecting Link Agreement. 
5.  Purchase of Utility Poles from Stella-Jones Corp. - $21,200.88 
6.  CMB License renewals for Casey’s and Jump Start. 
7.  Liquor License Renewal for Farber Mottola LLC dba Luciano’s. 
MOTION approved unanimously. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS, MEETINGS, AND NEXT AGENDA ITEMS: 
Next City Council Meeting – Monday, November 18, 2024 – 6:00 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
MOTION by Leach, second by Leeds to adjourn the regular meeting of the Mulvane City Council. 
MOTION approved unanimously at 7:39 p.m. 
 
 
        Minutes by: 
 
 
 
        Debra M. Parker, City Clerk 
 
 
 
Minutes approved by the City Council __________________________. 
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Agenda Section – Old Business 
November 18, 2024 

 
TO: Mayor and Council 
FR: HR Director – Lachelle Tootle 
RE: Employee Survey 
ACTION: Information provided from WSU 
Background: 
On 5/20/24 the council approved the proposal from Wichita State University Public Policy and 
Management Center to create and administer an employee opinion survey. On 7/1/24 the council 
approved the agreement with WSU.  
 
The goal of the employee survey is to gauge employee satisfaction and to identify any issues there may be, 
in an effort to find solutions if needed.   On 9/16/24 the council approved the employee survey 
questionnaire.  The survey went out to employees on 9/27/24 and closed on 10/8/24.  A total of 70 
employees participated in the survey.  
 
Progress to date 

• City employees were selected to serve as the employee survey project management team. (See 
team below) 

• The project management team has attended 30 minute bi-weekly meetings through the course of 
the survey project.  The team’s responsibility is to help guide how the employee survey is created 
and executed.   

The overall purpose as the project management team is to be organizational connection between the City 
of Mulvane and Isabel Ebersole with WSU.  
 
Project Management Team                                                     Department 
Andrea Robinson arobinson@mulvane.us                                Dispatch 
Jason Mundell JMundell@mulvane.us                                         PT Fire 
Brian Bradshaw bbradshaw@mulvane.us                                 Wastewater 
Lachelle Tootle ltootle@mulvane.us                                            Human Resources 
Brian Cunningham bcunningham@mulvane.us                      Public Works 
 
The employee survey project management teams main tasks are: 

1. Help coordinate the focus groups. (Focus groups completed on 8/12 and 8/13) 
2. Provide information/insight in development of the survey.  The questions asked in the survey were 

from findings during the City of Mulvane employee focus groups. 
3. Provide feedback on results (make sure WSU is providing the information expected and catch 

anything that needs to be worded differently or clarified). 
 

Legal Considerations: 
As per the City Attorney 
 
Financial Considerations: 
On 7/1/24 the council approved the agreement with WSU.  Cost $10,395.00 
 
Recommendation: 
Information Provided from WSU 
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Employee Opinion 
Survey Report
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Background & Method

Purpose • Learn about employee opinions
• Identify specific areas for improvement

Process • Focus groups (5)
• Survey (75% response)

Final 
Report

• Findings
• 4 goals
• 12 recommendations
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Focus Group Themes
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Focus Group Themes

Trust & Camaraderie

• Varied trust levels
• Support systems

Departmental 
Differences & 

Division

• Lack of 
interdepartmental 
knowledge

• Perceived inequities
• Policy impact

Financial Concerns

• Budget 
mismanagement

• Lack of 
transparency
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Focus Group Themes

Compensation & 
Benefits

• Appreciation & 
benefits

• Vacation inequities
• Insurance

Communication 
Issues

• Secretive culture
• Access to 

information
• Need for proactive 

communication & 
transparency

Leadership 
Challenges

• New leadership
• Hiring processes
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Focus Group Themes

Supervisors’ Struggles

•Training and support
•Hiring difficulties
•Communication 

breakdowns

Making Change

•Reception of ideas
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Survey Findings
75% response rate
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Trust in Leadership and Their Skills

Trust in Immediate Supervisor Trust in Department Head
Not at all, 

6%

A little, 
13%

Somewhat, 
13%

Quite a bit, 
35%

Completely, 
33%

Not at all, 
9%

A little, 
15%

Somewhat, 
24%

Quite a bit, 
31%

Completely, 
22%
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Immediate Supervisor Ratings

58% 66% 61%
75% 69%

52% 61% 67% 59%
49%

42% 34% 39%
25% 31%

48% 39% 33% 41%
51%
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Clear
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Supportive
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Department Head Ratings

45% 52% 53% 47%
64%

38%
56% 56% 56% 59%

55% 48% 47% 53%
36%

62%
44% 44% 44% 41%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Clear and
Transparent

Communication

Active Listening Visibility and
Accessibility

Follow-Through Support and
Resources

Recognition and
Appreciation

Consistency in
Actions

Empathy and
Understanding

Accountability Expertise and
Ability

Very Well or Well Somewhat Well or Not Well At All
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City Administrator

Somewhat well or not well at all ratings:

• Visibility and accessibility (80 percent)
• Expertise and ability (64 percent)
• Policy development (63 percent)
• Community engagement (58 percent)
• Planning (56 percent)
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Work-Life Balance

Agree Disagree
My workload is manageable. 88% 12%
I am encouraged to take time off when needed (vacation, 
sick and personal days). 80% 20%

My current supervisor is supportive of my life 
commitments and needs. 90% 10%

My current supervisor provides resources and support for 
managing work-related stress. 70% 30%
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Employee Support 

• Who?
• Spouse/family: 70%
• Coworkers: 63%
• Immediate supervisor: 27%
• Professional counselor: 5%

• 2 respondents had used EMPAC
• 97% of respondents hadn’t used EMPAC because they: 

• Are not aware of the program: 43%
• Don’t need the services offered: 43%
• Prefer to use other resources outside of work: 21%
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Departmental Culture

Agree Disagree

I enjoy coming to work each day. 73% 27%

I have positive relationships with my colleagues. 94% 6%

The work environment is supportive. 77% 23%

I feel valued by my team. 75% 25%

I know what my department’s goals are. 75% 25%

I know how the work my department does aligns with the 
City overall. 91% 9%

I am proud to be a part of my department. 81% 19%
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Inter-Department Relationships

Knowing Colleagues from Other 
Departments

Very well, 6%

Well, 13%

Somewhat well, 
42%

Not well at all, 
39%

Biggest Challenges:
• Being physically separated at 

different location: 79%
• Having different work hours: 60%
• Not having enough chances to 

meet: 56%
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“Other departments have it easier or better 
than we do”

Strongly 
agree, 21%

Agree, 39%

Disagree, 
37%

Strongly 
disagree, 

3%
Why?
• Their jobs are less stressful: 57%
• They have fewer responsibilities: 43%
• They have better work hours: 35% 
• They have better management: 22%
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Policy Changes

• Focus group sentiment
• Just 16% of respondents said they have been 

negatively impacted by policy changes

• All negatively impacted respondents were from 
the police, EMS, and utilities departments.

• Changes to City Hall’s hours was overwhelmingly 
the most frequently provided example.
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Budget

How informed are you about your 
department’s budget process?

How transparent do you think your 
department’s budget process is?

Very 
informed, 

9%

Somewhat 
informed, 

28%

Not 
informed, 

63%

Very 
transparent, 

16%

Somewhat 
transparent, 

31%

Not transparent, 
53%
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Budget – respondents already involved (14%)

• Currently very involved: 56%

• Want to be very involved: 78%

• Biggest barrier to participation: limited 
access to budget information 
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Budget – respondents not involved (82%)

• But think they should be: 23% (15 respondents)
• Why?

• Relevant expertise or experience 
• To improve my understanding of departmental priorities 
• To enhance transparency and accountability 
• To ensure fair allocation of resources 
• To contribute to financial decision-making 

• 59% think they are rightly not involved in their 
department’s budget process
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Use of Resources

13%

49%

30%

8%

0%
3%

35%

51%
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40%
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60%

Always appropriate Mostly appropriate Sometimes appropriate Rarely appropriate Never appropriate

In your department Across the whole org
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Benefits

“Benefits are a main reason I 
work for the City.”

Agree, 
63%

Disagree, 
38%

Respondents were more satisfied with health 
benefits (80%) compared to retirement 
benefits (56%).

Desired improvements to health benefits:
• Lower premiums or out of pocket costs
• Wellness programs/incentives
• Increased employer contributions

Desired improvements to retirement benefits:
• More investment options
• Switch from KPRS to KP&F for public safety 

employees
• Increased employer contributions
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Pay

“Pay is a main reason I work 
for the City.”

Agree, 
45%

Disagree, 
55%

Satisfaction with pay (hourly 
or salary)

Satisfied, 
41%

Dissatisfied, 
59%
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Second Jobs

• 52% said they have second jobs other than 
working for the City

• Why?
• To support my family
• Because my City job does not pay enough to cover my living 

expenses
• To save for future goals 
• To make more money for non-essential spending (ex. hobbies, 

travel, etc.) 
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Communication – From City Administrator

• 90% prefer email 
communications from the City 
Administrator

• Less consensus on frequency
• 40% said as needed
• 29% said weekly

Open, 
8%

Secretive, 
59%

Mixed, 33%

33



Communication – From City Administrator

Agree Disagree
Communication from the City 
Administrator is clear and consistent. 11% 89%

Information from the City Administrator 
is provided in a timely manner. 13% 87%

I know the process for providing feedback 
to the City Administrator. 23% 77%

The City Administrator communicates 
decisions, processes, and changes. 11% 89%
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Communication – Within Departments

• 73% prefer email communications 
from their department

• Informal conversations: 71%
• Scheduled team meetings: 50%

• Less consensus on frequency
• Daily: 29%
• As needed: 32%
• Weekly: 22%

Open, 
46%

Secretive, 
18%

Mixed, 
37%
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Communication – By Department

88%

38%

83%

24%

50%
36%

8%
24%

55%

13%

54%

17%

53% 50%

9%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Open Secretive Mixed
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Access to Information

• 87% say they have access to the information 
needed to do their job

• 84% feel somewhat or very prepared to answer 
questions or concerns from the public

• Additional support/information:
• Regular updates on community issues and concerns
• More information about City services and programs
• Clear guidelines and protocols for public interactions
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Supervisor Specific Feedback – Training & Support

• 38% were supervisors

• 50% feel supervisors receive adequate training & support
• What would help?

• Leadership and management skills
• Conflict resolution and problem solving
• Technical skills related to their department
• Employee motivation and engagement strategies
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Supervisor Specific Feedback – Hiring 

• 11 supervisors reported having hiring 
responsibilities

• Biggest challenges to hiring:
• Lack of qualified candidates
• Insufficient salary or benefits

• What City actions would help?
• Better salary and benefits packages
• Signing bonuses/incentives
• Focusing on retaining current employees
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Reccomendations
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Goals

Strengthen employee confidence in and support for City decisions 
and plans.

Improve employee trust in all levels of leadership.

Practice financial transparency to build employee trust in budget 
management and the City’s financial decisions.

Foster inter-departmental relationships and understanding.
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Goal 1: Strengthen employee confidence in & 
support for City decisions and plans.

a. Implement regular email communications from 
the City Administrator

b. Improve the flow of information between 
department heads and the City Administrator to 
employees.

c. Share City Council agendas and meeting minutes 
with employees.
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Goal 2: Improve employee trust in all levels of 
leadership.

a. Use regular communications to demonstrate accountability, 
follow through, and responsiveness to employees. 

b. Improve the visibility and accessibility of the City 
Administrator. 

c. Enhance informal employee recognition with a formal 
employee recognition program.
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Goal 3: Practice financial transparency to build employee trust 
in budget management & the City’s financial decisions.

a. Share distilled budget information and detailed financial 
reports with staff

b. Reevaluate which employees should be involved in their 
department’s budget process and formalize their involvement.

c. Address employee dissatisfaction with pay and concerns about 
the discrepancy between budgeted and actual raise amounts.
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Goal 4: Foster inter-departmental relationships 
and understanding.

a. Review and adjust policies to meet the diverse 
needs of different departments and job type.

b. Improve the process for making policy changes by 
involving representatives from all departments. 

c. Learn more about how and to what extent 
employees would like to collaborate across 
departments
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Executive Summary 
 

The City of Mulvane conducted an Employee Opinion Survey to understand workplace 

experiences and identify areas for improvement. The PPMC facilitated this process, 

which included focus groups and a comprehensive survey. 

 

Key Findings: 
1. Trust and Leadership: 

• The organization faces some critical concerns related to trust, particularly within 

management and leadership.  

• While trust in immediate supervisors is relatively high, with 68 percent of 

employees expressing confidence, trust in department heads is lower, with only 

53 percent of employees expressing confidence.  

• Trust is further strained at the City Administrator level, with concerns over 

visibility and accessibility.  

 

2. Communication: 

• Communication within departments varies, with some described as open and 

others as secretive. 

• Employees desire more proactive and transparent communication from 

leadership, especially regarding financial decisions and policy changes. 

 

3. Financial Transparency: 

• There are widespread concerns about budget management and transparency. 

• Employees feel uninformed about the budget process and believe resources are  

not always used appropriately. 
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4. Compensation and Benefits: 

• Many employees feel underappreciated and are dissatisfied with their pay. 

• Benefits, particularly health insurance, are a key reason employees stay, but 

employees would like improvements in pay and retirement benefits. 

 

5. Interdepartmental Relations: 

• There is a lack of interdepartmental knowledge and perceived inequities between 

departments. 

• Employees feel other departments have it easier, leading to a sense of division. 

 

Recommendations 
Based on these findings, the PPMC has 12 recommendations that align with the 

following goals. 

1. Strengthen employee confidence in and support for City decisions and plans. 

2. Improve employee trust in all levels of leadership. 

3. Practice financial transparency to build employee trust in budget management 

and the City’s financial decisions. 

4. Foster interdepartmental relationships and understanding. 

 

The survey revealed opportunities for the City of Mulvane to improve employee 

satisfaction and organizational culture. By addressing the identified issues and 

implementing the recommended strategies, the City can improve trust, communication, 

and overall employee engagement. 
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Background & Method 
 

The City of Mulvane was interested to learn about employee opinions on a range of 

workplace matters with the goal of identifying specific areas for improving the employee 

experience and organizational culture. With this directive, the PPMC conducted five 

focus groups to hear directly from Mulvane employees about their experiences. These 

focus group conversations were designed to: 

1. Provide an informational base to develop a survey focused on relevant issues. 

2. Build employee trust in this new, facilitated, feedback process.  

 

Focus groups were well attended and provided the PPMC with an understanding of 

employee experiences to inform survey development. Through consultation with the 

project’s management team, the PPMC developed a survey that included the following 

topics: 

• Communication 

• Leadership 

• Department relations 

• Work-life balance 

• Pay and compensation 

• Policies 

• Budgeting and planning 

 

Based on findings from the survey, the PPMC developed four goals with specific 

recommendations for the City’s consideration. The rest of this report contains details on 

these recommendations, supported by focus group themes and specific survey findings. 
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Results 
 

Focus Group Themes 
Following are the eight themes that emerged from focus groups with employees.  

 

1. Trust and Camaraderie 

• Varied Trust Levels: Trust in immediate supervisors varies across departments. 

Some employees have high trust in supervisors, while others have none. 

o There is a widespread distrust of department heads. 

• Support Systems: Employees often rely on peers and spouses for support. 

 

2. Departmental Differences and Division 

• Lack of Interdepartmental Knowledge: Employees do not know management 

or colleagues from other departments well. 

• Perceived Inequities: There are perceptions of unequal workloads and work 

hours between office workers and frontline staff. 

• Policy Impact: Changes in one department can negatively affect others, such as 

City Hall closures impacting dispatchers. 

 

3. Financial Concerns 

• Budget Mismanagement: There are concerns about how the budget is 

managed, including discrepancies in raises and apparatus replacement plans. 

• Lack of Transparency: Employees feel there is a lack of transparency and 

communication about financial decisions, including the use of COVID funds, 

owing the Kansas Star Casino money, and new expenditures like a splash pad 

and an electric vehicle for the new City Administrator. 
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4. Compensation and Benefits 

• Appreciation and Benefits: All employees, but especially first responders, feel 

underappreciated and desire tangible benefits like shift differentials and uniform 

stipends. 

• Vacation Inequities: Employees do not think vacation time is equitable, 

especially for employees working shifts that are not 8-hours. 

• Insurance: Good insurance is a key reason many employees stay, despite other 

issues with compensation. 

 

5. Communication Issues 

• Secretive Culture: Communication was often described as secretive, leading to 

rumors and misinformation. 

• Access to Information: Not all employees have access to City devices or 

regularly check email, and communication often gets filtered through department 

heads. Staff described only receiving important information after the fact.  

• Need for Proactive Communication and Transparency: Staff described a 

need for more proactive communication to keep employees informed and 

aligned.  

o More communication and transparency are needed for staff to be able to 

address questions and concerns from the public.  

o City employees face frustrated residents while they are out working and 

are unable to answer public questions about issues like money owed to 

the casino and new internet providers.  
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6. Leadership Challenges 

• New Leadership: Staff believe the consolidation of top leadership roles has 

created challenges, including a lack of accountability and input from other 

supervisors and staff. 

• Hiring Processes: Staff recognize a lack of formal hiring processes for 

leadership. 

 

7. Supervisors’ Struggles 

• Training and Support: Supervisors lack training on how to support their staff 

and often feel unappreciated. 

• Hiring Difficulties: Supervisors struggle to hire employees due to better pay and 

benefits offered elsewhere. 

• Communication Breakdowns: Supervisors often do not receive necessary 

information from department heads, leading to frustration among their staff.  

 

8. Making Change 

• Reception of Ideas: The reception of staff and supervisor ideas varies by 

department, but overall, many felt their suggestions are not well received and 

never implemented. 
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Survey Findings 
Based on the eight focus group themes, the PPMC developed an online survey for all 

Mulvane employees. Survey instructions and a link to take it were emailed to 90 

employees. The survey was open for two weeks and three follow up emails were sent to 

respondents who had not finished the survey. Nearly all (68 employees) took the survey 

online. Two employees took the survey on paper. With a total of 70 survey responses, 

the survey had a response rate of 75 percent. After data was cleaned for any 

incompletes, 64 responses were included in the analysis.  

 

Trust in Leadership and Their Skills 

Immediate Supervisor: Respondents were asked plainly; how much do you trust your 

immediate supervisor? Over two thirds (68 percent) said they trust their immediate 

supervisor either quite a bit or completely. Few (6 percent) do not trust them at all, and 

about a quarter (26 percent) trust them a little or somewhat. 

 
Figure 1. Trust in Immediate Supervisor 
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As shown in Figure 3, majorities of respondents feel their supervisor is competent (75 

percent), honest (69 percent), empathetic (67 percent), and shows supportive behavior 

(66 percent). Supervisory skills respondents rated lowest (not well at all or somewhat 

well) were: 

• Responsiveness (51 percent) 

• Recognition (48 percent) 

• Clear communication (42 percent) 

• Transparency (41 percent) 

• Fair treatment (39 percent) 

• Consistency (39 percent) 

Respondents feel their immediate supervisor is either very (32 percent) or somewhat 

(53 percent) receptive to new ideas and suggestions. Three quarters (74 percent) are 

confident they will follow through on new ideas and suggestions. 

 

Department Head: Compared to their immediate supervisor, respondents have less 

trust in their department head. Half (53 percent) said they trust their department head 

quite a bit or completely. The other half trust them a little or somewhat (39 percent) or 

not at all (9 percent).  

 
Figure 2. Trust in Department Head 
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Respondents from the administration department reported the highest levels of trust in 

their department head, with 100 percent indicating they trust them completely or quite a 

bit. The utilities department reported the lowest levels of trust in their department head. 

Over half (55 percent) said they trust them not at all or a little.  

 
Figure 3. Trust in Department Head by Department 
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On most of the following measures, responses were split near 50/50. There were no 

significant differences based on department. Figure 5 shows small majorities rated their 

department head highly for support and resources (64 percent), consistency (56 

percent), empathy (56 percent), accountability (56 percent), and expertise and ability 

(56 percent). The skills respondents rated lowest (not well at all or somewhat well) 

were: 

• Recognition and appreciation (62 percent) 

• Clear and transparent communication (55 percent) 

• Follow-through (53 percent) 

• Active listening (48 percent) 

• Visibility and accessibility (47 percent) 

 

Two thirds (66 percent) of respondents agree their department head is accountable to 

their staff. Fewer (49 percent) report their department head seeks out their feedback 

often or sometimes. 
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Figure 4: Immediate Supervisor Ratings 

Figure 5: Department Head Ratings 
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City Administrator: Respondents were asked to rate five attributes of the City 

Administrator. Some respondents indicated they had no opinion or don’t know; however, 

the majority of respondents rated the City Administrator as performing somewhat well or 

not well at all on the following attributes: 

• Visibility and accessibility (80 percent) 

• Expertise and ability (64 percent) 

• Policy development (63 percent) 

• Community engagement (58 percent) 

• Planning (56 percent) 

 

Figure 6: City Administrator Ratings 

  

3% 2% 3% 2%
5%

6% 5%
6% 6%

16%
11% 9%

17%
13%

64%

45% 48%

45%
52%

13%

38% 36%
28% 28%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Visibility and
Accessibility

Planning Community
Engagement

Policy
Development

Expertise and
Ability

Very Well Well Somewhat Well Not Well At All No Opinion/Don't Know

61



Work-Life Balance 

As Table 1 shows, respondents rated aspects of work-life balance positively.  
 

Table 1: Work-Life Balance 

 Agree Disagree 
My workload is manageable. 88% 12% 
I am encouraged to take time off when needed (vacation, sick and 
personal days). 80% 20% 

My current supervisor is supportive of my life commitments and needs. 90% 10% 
My current supervisor provides resources and support for managing 
work-related stress. 70% 30% 

 

Although not significant, there were some departmental trends among the relatively 

small groups of respondents who disagreed with the statements above. Twelve percent 

of respondents did not agree their workload is manageable, most of whom were from 

the police and utilities departments. Similarly, respondents from the police, utilities, and 

EMS departments made up the majority respondents who do not feel encouraged to 

take time off when needed (20 percent). 

 

Respondents rated their supervisor’s ability to provide resources and support for work-

related stress the lowest compared to the other measures. Less than one third (27 

percent) of respondents said they turn to their immediate supervisor when stressed at 

work. They are most likely to turn to their spouse/family (70 percent) and coworkers (63 

percent). Very few (5 percent) respondents said they turn to a professional counselor 

when stressed.  
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Just two respondents had used the City’s EMPAC program. Both respondents would 

recommend their coworkers use it. The remaining 97 percent of respondents who have 

not used EMPAC said it was because they: 

• Are not aware of the program (43 percent) 

• Do not need the services offered (43 percent) 

• Prefer to use other resources outside of work (21 percent) 

 

Departmental Culture 

Within departments, the survey revealed very positive findings. Strong majorities report 

they have positive relationships with colleagues (94 percent), they know how their 

department’s work aligns with the City overall (91 percent), and they are proud to be a 

part of their department (81 percent).  

 
Table 2: Department Culture 

 Agree Disagree 
I enjoy coming to work each day. 73% 27% 
I have positive relationships with my colleagues. 94% 6% 
The work environment is supportive. 77% 23% 
I feel valued by my team. 75% 25% 
I know what my department’s goals are. 75% 25% 
I know how the work my department does aligns with the City overall. 91% 9% 
I am proud to be a part of my department. 81% 19% 

 

Results indicate the police and utilities departments have the most room for 

improvement in areas like employees enjoying coming to work each day, feeling valued 

by their team, and understanding their department’s goals.  
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Inter-Department Relationships 

Survey responses highlighted real and perceived barriers to inter-departmental 

relationships. Over three quarters (81 percent) of respondents said they know 

colleagues from other departments somewhat well or not well at all. These respondents 

said the biggest challenges to getting to know others were: 

• Being physically separated at different locations (79 percent) 

• Having different work hours (60 percent) 

• Not having enough chances to meet (56 percent) 

 

The other 19 percent of respondents who said they know colleagues from other 

departments well or very well said training sessions, their own initiative, and events or 

social gatherings had helped encourage getting to know their colleagues from other 

departments most. 

 
Figure 7. Knowing Colleagues from Other Departments 

 
  

Very well, 
6%

Well, 13%

Somewhat 
well, 42%

Not well at 
all, 39%

64



Pre-survey focus groups with employees revealed that some employees feel other 

departments “have it easier or better” than theirs. In order to determine if this was a 

perception organization-wide, respondents were asked to indicate how much they 

agreed with the sentiment. Just over half (60 percent) of respondents agreed other 

departments have it easier or better than theirs. These respondents were asked why 

they felt this way. The most frequently selected reasons were: 

• Their jobs are less stressful (57 percent) 

• They have fewer responsibilities (43 percent) 

• They have better work hours (35 percent) 

 

A quarter (22 percent) of respondents selected “they have better management.” A few 

specified their department head has preferences for certain employee groups over 

others. There were no significant differences in responses based on department.  

 
Figure 8. “Other departments have it easier or better than we do” 
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A second sentiment revealed in pre-survey focus groups was related to policy changes. 

Some employees felt significant policy changes were made without proper consultation 

and/or consideration of impacted departments. The survey revealed this is not a 

common sentiment organization-wide; just 16 percent of respondents said they have 

been negatively impacted by policy changes. All the negatively impacted respondents 

were from the police, EMS, and utilities departments. Changes to City Hall’s hours was 

overwhelmingly the most frequently provided example.  

 

Budget 

Overall, majorities of respondents reported feeling uninformed about their department’s 

budget process (63 percent) and that the budget process is not transparent (53 

percent).  

 
Figure 9. How informed are you about 

your department’s budget process? 

 

Figure 10. How transparent do you think 

your department’s budget process is? 
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Respondents were asked a series of budget-related questions depending on their level 

of involvement in their department’s budget process.  

• Involved: 14 percent 

• Not involved: 82 percent 

• I don’t know: 3 percent 

 

For those who are already involved in the budget process, there is a small disconnect 

between how they describe their current and desired levels of involvement. Fifty-six (56) 

percent said they are currently very involved; 78 percent said their desire is to be very 

involved. Respondents said the biggest barrier to participating in the budget process is 

limited access to budget information.  

 

Respondents who said they were not involved in their department’s budget process 

were further categorized into those who think they should be and those who think they 

are rightly not involved. Fifteen respondents (23 percent) think they should be involved 

in their department’s budget process. When asked why, these respondents said: 

• I have relevant expertise or experience (54 percent) 

• I believe it would improve my understanding of departmental priorities (46 

percent) 

• I think it would enhance transparency and accountability (46 percent) 

• I want to ensure fair allocation of resources (46 percent) 

• I want to contribute to financial decision-making (42 percent)  
 

Fifty-nine (59) percent of respondents think they are rightly not involved in their 

department’s budget process.  
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Pay & Benefits 

Respondents were asked a series of questions about pay and benefits. A small majority 

(63 percent) agreed with the statement “benefits are a main reason I work for the City.”  

 
Figure 11. “Benefits are a main reason I work for the City.” 
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Less than half (45 percent) said pay is a main reason they work for the City. When 

asked about satisfaction with pay (hourly rate or salary), 59 percent of respondents said 

they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.  

 
Figure 12. “Pay is a main reason I work for 

the City.” 

 

Figure 13. Satisfaction with hourly 

rate/salary  

 
 

Focus groups revealed some Mulvane employees have second jobs. Two survey 
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Communication 

From City Administrator: Survey responses revealed employees would like more and 

better-quality communications from the City Administrator. Over half (59 percent) of 

respondents described current communication from the City Administrator as 

“secretive.”  

 
Figure 14. Describe Communications from City Administrator 
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Nearly all (90 percent) of respondents agreed that email was the best way for the City 

Administrator to communicate with them, followed by instant messaging and scheduled 

team meetings. There was less consensus on how often respondents want to receive 

communications from the City Administrator. Forty (40) percent said on an as needed 

basis. However, nearly a third (29 percent) said weekly.  

 

Within Departments: Respondents described communications within their department 

differently. About half (46 percent) of respondents said communications within their 

department are “open.” Just 18 percent described them as “secretive.” The remaining 

37 percent described it as “mixed.” 

 
Figure 15. Describe Communications from Your Department 
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Figure 16 shows there were significant differences in how employees described 

communications within their department. Most (83 percent) respondents from the fire 

department described communication as “open.” About half (55 percent) of respondents 

from the utilities department described communications as “secretive.” The remaining 

departments were split, but for each, about half described communication as “mixed:”  

• Streets/parks (50 percent) 

• Police (53 percent) 

• EMS (54 percent) 

 

Figure 16: Communication Descriptors by Department 
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Respondents had varied opinions about what the main challenges to effective 

communications are. Nearly half (45 percent) of respondents think a lack of 

communication from department leadership is the main challenge to departmental 

communication. Some respondents attributed this challenge to a lack of communication 

from the City Administrator which has trickle down affects from departmental leadership 

to staff. A third (33 percent) of respondents said there not being enough meetings or 

updates was a challenge to departmental communications.  

 

When asked about communications frequency, respondents were divided. About one 

third (29 percent) of respondents want to receive communications from their department 

daily. Similarly, 32 percent said they prefer departmental communications as needed. 

The remaining respondents said: 

• Weekly (22 percent) 

• Monthly (11 percent) 

• Bi-weekly (6 percent) 

 

Except for the utilities department, there were no departmental trends in desired 

communications frequency. Nearly three quarters (73 percent) of respondents from the 

utilities department indicated they would like to receive communications from their 

department daily. Respondents prefer to receive information via: 

• Email (73 percent)  

• In person, informal conversations (71 percent) 

• Scheduled team meetings (50 percent) 
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Access to Information 

A significant majority (87 percent) of respondents said they have access to the 

information they need to do their job. Similarly, 84 percent said they feel somewhat (62 

percent) or very (22 percent) prepared to answer questions or concerns from the public. 

When asked about additional support for or information on dealing with public 

interactions, respondents indicated the following would be helpful: 

• Regular updates on community issues and concerns (61 percent) 

• More information about City services and programs (53 percent) 

• Clear guidelines and protocols for public interactions (39 percent) 

 
Supervisor-Specific Feedback 

Just over one third (38 percent) of respondents were supervisors. Of those 24 

respondents, half (50 percent) feel supervisors receive adequate training and support. 

The other half (50 percent) who disagreed said additional training on the following would 

be beneficial: 

• Leadership and management skills (58 percent) 

• Conflict resolution and problem solving (50 percent) 

• Technical skills related to their department (50 percent) 

• Employee motivation and engagement strategies (50 percent) 

 

Eleven supervisors reported having hiring responsibilities. Seven (64 percent) rated 

hiring somewhat or very difficult, reporting a lack of qualified candidates (73 percent) 

and insufficient salary or benefits (64 percent) as the greatest challenges.  

 

Nearly all (82 percent) said better salary and benefits packages, along with offering 

signing bonuses or incentives and focusing on retaining current employees to reduce 

turnover (46 percent) would help. 
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Recommendations 
 

Focus group and survey responses revealed there are opportunities for the City to 

address four overarching goals:  

1. Strengthen employee confidence in and support for City decisions and plans. 

2. Improve employee trust in all levels of leadership. 

3. Practice financial transparency to build employee trust in budget management 

and the City’s financial decisions. 

4. Foster inter-departmental relationships and understanding. 

 

Following are recommended strategies to work towards these goals.  

 

Goal 1: Strengthen employee confidence in and support for City decisions and 
plans. 
To be expected, employees have a stronger connection to their department compared 

to the City overall. Even though about half of respondents do not participate in planning 

activities for their department, majorities know what their department’s goals are (75 

percent) and how their department’s work aligns with the City overall (91 percent).  

 

However, at an organizational level, employees have little confidence in the City’s ability 

to positively impact the future and City leadership’s ability to plan for a successful future. 

These two findings are significant. Both are strongly related to whether a respondent 

feels the City’s plans have been communicated to them. The significance of these 

findings suggests improved communications about the City’s plans could improve 

employee confidence in and support for them.  
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Recommendations: 

a. Implement regular email communications from the City Administrator, like a 

brief weekly email and regular newsletter. Brief weekly emails can contain important 

announcements and updates. A regular newsletter may be better suited to address 

community issues or concerns and information about City services and programs 

that survey results indicate employees want. Consistent communication ensures 

employees receive the correct information about City news, plans, and initiatives, 

reducing the likelihood of misunderstandings or speculation. 

 

b. Improve the flow of information between department heads and the City 
Administrator to employees. Nearly half of survey respondents think a lack of 

communication from department leadership is the main challenge to departmental 

communication. Some respondents attributed this challenge to a lack of 

communication from the City Administrator which has trickle down affects from 

departmental leadership to staff. A third of respondents said there not being enough 

meetings or updates was another challenge to departmental communications. 
 

c. Share City Council agendas and meeting minutes with employees. Focus 

groups revealed staff do not receive information about City Council meetings. 

Survey responses revealed there is some skepticism among employees regarding 

the use of City resources. Coupled with other regular communications, City Council 

agendas and meeting minutes can help employees better understand how and why 

decisions are made, while situating decisions in the context of the City’s overall 

priorities and plans. 
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Goal 2: Improve employee trust in all levels of leadership. 
Focus groups revealed varied levels of trust in immediate supervisors and a widespread 

distrust of department heads. According to survey responses, over two thirds of 

respondents trust their immediate supervisor quite a bit or completely. Just half of 

respondents say they trust their department head quite a bit or completely. Findings 

suggest there is opportunity to improve employee trust at all levels.  

 

Recommendations: 

a. Use regular communications to demonstrate accountability, follow through, 
and responsiveness to employees. Survey respondents indicated accountability 

as an opportunity for improvement for both their immediate supervisor and 

department heads. Regular communications can be used to highlight progress to 

employees. The frequency and method of communication should be tailored to the 

desires of departments. For example, nearly three quarters of respondents from the 

utilities department indicated they would like to receive communications from their 

department head daily. Respondents from other departments had less consensus on 

the frequency of communication. Email and in person, informal conversations were 

the most popular methods among respondents.  
 
b. Improve the visibility and accessibility of the City Administrator. Over two 

thirds of respondents said they do not think the City Administrator does a good job of 

being visible and accessible. There are strong correlations between how a 

respondent rates the Administrator on visibility and accessibility and other skills like 

planning, community engagement, policy development, and expertise/ability. 

Improving visibility and accessibility may have an impact on employee perception of 

those other skills.   
 
In addition to implementing regular email communications, other intentional efforts to 

interact with City staff could improve the City Administrator’s visibility and 
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accessibility. This could involve regular walk throughs or participating in staff 

meetings of different departments.  

 
c. Enhance informal employee recognition with a formal employee recognition 

program. In focus groups, employes described feeling underappreciated. Survey 

results reflected this theme. Around half of respondents indicated both their 

immediate supervisor and department head could improve efforts to recognize and 

appreciate employees.  
 
While informal acknowledgments are valuable, establishing a structured employee 

recognition program can ensure consistent and meaningful recognition. A program 

could include monthly awards, public acknowledgments in staff meetings and 

newsletters, personalized thank-you notes, professional development opportunities, 

peer recognition, and/or the celebration of milestones. 
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Goal 3: Practice financial transparency to build employee trust in budget 
management and the City’s financial decisions. 
Employees were clear there is an opportunity to improve financial transparency City-

wide and at the department level. Focus groups revealed concerns about the City’s 

financial decisions, like discrepancies in raises, the use of COVID funds, and new 

expenditures. The survey addressed budgeting at the departmental level. While over 

half of survey respondents think resources are used always or mostly appropriately in 

their department, under half believe resources are used always or mostly appropriately 

City-wide. 

 

Recommendations: 

a. Share distilled budget information and detailed financial reports with staff, 
letting them choose to consume the level of information desired. Over half of 

respondents felt uninformed about their department’s budget process and felt the 

budget process is not transparent. Respondents said the biggest barrier to 

participating in the budget process is limited access to budget information. 

 

b. Reevaluate which employees should be involved in their department’s budget 
process and formalize their involvement. Nearly one quarter of respondents 

believe they should be involved in their department’s budget process but are not 

currently. These respondents say they have relevant expertise or experience, 

believe it would improve their understanding of departmental priorities, think it would 

enhance transparency and accountability, and want to ensure fair allocation of 

resources, contributing to financial decision-making.  
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c. Address employee dissatisfaction with pay and concerns about the 
discrepancy between budgeted and actual raise amounts. Concerns about 

employee pay were raised in focus groups and the survey explored this topic more 

specifically. Over half of respondents said they are dissatisfied or very dissatisfied 

with their pay (hourly rate or salary). Half of respondents said they have second jobs 

other than working for the City, for a range of reasons, including: 

• To support their family 

• Because their City job does not pay enough to cover their living expenses 

• To save for future goals 

• To make money for non-essential spending.  

 

Supervisors with hiring responsibilities said that increasing salary and benefits 

packages would be most helpful to overcome hiring challenges.  

 

A discrepancy – real or perceived – between the budgeted and actual raise amounts 

adds an additional layer to employee dissatisfaction with pay. City leadership can 

start towards this recommendation by clarifying what raise amount was previously 

budgeted, what was given, and account for any difference. Going forward, any 

efforts made towards Goal 3 can also help prevent misunderstandings or 

speculation.  

 

  

80



Goal 4: Foster inter-departmental relationships and understanding.  
Like all cities, Mulvane employs a diverse range of employees and job types, each with 

unique needs and perspectives. It is an ongoing challenge to maintain employee 

satisfaction and engagement. However, by fostering mutual understanding and 

cooperation, the City can ensure that every department understands their shared goals, 

enhancing the quality of services provided to the community. 

 

Notably, almost all employees report having positive relationships with their colleagues 

and know how the work their department does aligns with the City overall. However, 

there are opportunities to improve inter-departmental relationships and understanding. 

Specifically, the survey revealed over half of respondents agree that other departments 

“have it easier or better than” their department. Less than a quarter of respondents said 

they know their colleagues from other departments well. 

 

Recommendations: 

a. Review and adjust policies to meet the diverse needs of different departments 
and job types, specifically public safety. A significant number of the City’s 

employees work in public safety. Focus groups and survey responses highlighted 

that employees from these departments do not feel the City invests enough 

resources comparable to the level of service they provide and the risks they take on 

in their roles. In addition to starting pay, some specific policies mentioned in focus 

group and survey responses include a switch from KPRS to KP&F retirement 

system, equitable vacation time and uniform allowances, and apparatus replacement 

planning. Ensuring that policies reflect the unique demands and contributions of 

these employees is crucial for their support and retention. 
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a. Improve the process for making policy changes by involving representatives 
from all departments. Discussions and decisions about significant policy changes 

should involve all departments. Departmental representatives can provide valuable 

perspective and help secure buy-in from their colleagues, reducing unintended 

consequences and resistance. Focus group and survey responses reported 

instances of the negative impacts of policy changes, like the impact of changes to 

City Hall’s hours on public safety.  

 
Additionally, regular reviews of policies should be conducted to ensure they remain 

relevant and equitable. Adjustments should be made as necessary based on 

employee feedback and changing needs.  

 

b. Learn more about how and to what extent employees would like to collaborate 
across departments. Before implementing cross-departmental activities, City 

leadership should learn to what extent employees would like to know their 

colleagues from other departments to make informed decisions about how to 

facilitate collaboration. Survey responses indicate the biggest challenges to getting 

to know colleagues from other departments are having different work locations and 

hours and not enough chances to meet. Respondents who said they know 

colleagues from other departments well said, in addition to their own initiative, 

training sessions and events or social gatherings had helped with getting to know 

others.   
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Conclusion 
 

This employee opinion survey was a comprehensive effort to understand employee’s 

workplace experiences, revealing opportunities to improve their experience and the 

overall culture of the organization. Initial focus group discussions informed the 

development of a detailed survey which addressed the most important issues as 

identified by employees. Survey results highlighted key areas for improvement, leading 

to specific recommendations.  

 

1. Strengthen employee confidence in and support for City decisions and plans. 

2. Improve employee trust in all levels of leadership. 

3. Practice financial transparency to build employee trust in budget management 

and the City’s financial decisions. 

4. Foster inter-departmental relationships and understanding. 

 

The information and recommendations provided in this report provide a baseline for 

addressing the concerns and needs of employees. The ultimate goal of this work is to 

improve employee satisfaction and engagement but also strengthen the overall culture 

and effectiveness of the organization. The City’s dedication to continuous improvement 

and responsiveness to employee feedback will be key to achieving these goals. 
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Appendix A: Responses by Department 

 
Following are all the departmental differences in response to survey questions. 
 

Trust in Immediate Supervisor 

 
 

Respondents rated their department head on the following characteristics. 
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Recognition 

 

 

Competence 
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Clear Communication 

 

 

Honesty 
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Consistency 

 

 

Responsiveness 

 

 

  

63%

21%
33%

47%

0% 0%

25%

36%

67%

6%

43% 44%

13%

29% 29% 57%
33%

14% 18% 22%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Very Well Well Somewhat Well Not Well At All

75%

21% 17%
35% 29%

11%

21% 33%
18%

14%

22%

50%
50%

6%
43%

44%

25%
7%

41%

14% 22%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Very Well Well Somewhat Well Not Well At All

87



Fair Treatment 

 

 

Supportive Behavior 
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Empathy 

 

 
Trust in Department Head 
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Respondents rated their department head on the following characteristics. 

 

Clear and Transparent Communication 

 

 

Active Listening 
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Visibility and Accessibility 

 

 

Follow-Through 
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Support and Resources 

 

 

Recognition and Appreciation 
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Consistency in Actions 

 

 

Empathy and Understanding 
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Accountability  

 

 

Expertise and Ability 
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How much do you agree with the statement: “My department head is accountable to 

their staff” 

 

 

How often does your department head seek out your feedback? 
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How often do you have personal interactions with your department head? 

 

 
City Administrator 
Respondents rated the City Administrator on the following characteristics. 

 

Visibility and Accessibility 
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Planning 

 
 

Community Engagement 

 
 

  

0%7% 17%
6% 13%

17%

6%

25%
27%

75%
43%

17%
35%

50%
55%

25%
50% 50% 53%

13% 18%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Very Well Well Somewhat Well Not Well At All No Opinion/Don't Know

7% 17% 6% 13%

17%

6%

38%

9%

88%

43%

17%
35%

38%

73%

13%

50% 50% 53%

13% 18%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Very Well Well Somewhat Well Not Well At All No Opinion/Don't Know

97



Policy Development 

 
 

Expertise and Ability 
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Work-Life Balance 
How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“My workload is manageable.” 

 
 

“I am encouraged to take time off when needed (vacation, sick and personal days).” 
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“My current supervisor is supportive of my life commitments and needs.” 

 
 

“My current supervisor provides resources and support for managing work-related 

stress.” 
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Departmental Culture 
How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“I enjoy coming to work each day.” 

 
 

“I have positive relationships with my colleagues.” 
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“The work environment is supportive.” 

 
 

“I feel valued by my team.” 
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“I know what my department’s goals are.” 

 
 

“I am a part of planning and goal setting for my department” 
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“I know how the work my department does aligns with the City overall.” 

 
 

“I am proud to be a part of my department.” 

 
 

  

38%

7% 17% 24% 25%
9%

63%

71%
67% 47%

63%
73%

14%
17%

29%
13%

9%
7% 9%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

63%

29%
50% 53%

25%
36%

38%

50%

50% 41%

63%
55%

21%
6% 13% 9%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

104



Inter-Department Relationships 
How well do you know colleagues from other departments? 

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statement: “Other departments have it easier 

or better than we do” 
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Have you experienced any negative impacts from policy changes in other departments? 

 
 

Budget 
Are you involved in the budget process for your department? 
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How informed are you about the budget process in your department? 

 
 

How transparent do you feel the budget process is in your department? 
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What is your desired level of involvement in the budget process? 

 
 
Pay & Benefits 
How much do you agree with the following statement: “Benefits are a main reason I 

work for the City.” 
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Satisfaction with health benefits 

 
 

Satisfaction with retirement benefits 
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Satisfaction with hourly rate/salary  

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statement: “Pay is a main reason I work for 

the City.” 
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Do you have jobs/work in addition to working for the City? 

 
 

How would you describe the use of City resources across the entire organization? 
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How would you describe the use of City resources in your department? 

 
 

Communication From the City Administrator 
How would you describe current communication from the City Administrator? 

 
 

  

15% 17% 18% 13% 9%

75% 38%

67%
41% 50%

45%

25%

31% 29%
38% 45%

15% 17% 12%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Always appropriate Mostly appropriate Sometimes appropriate Rarely appropriate

7% 17% 18%

88%

43%

50% 41%

50%

100%

13%

50%
33% 41% 50%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Open Secretive Mixed

112



How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“Communication from the City Administrator is clear and consistent.” 

 
 

“Information from the City Administrator is provided in a timely manner.” 
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“I know the process for providing feedback to the City Administrator.” 

 
 

“The City Administrator communicates decisions, processes, and changes.” 
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How often would you like to receive communication from the City Administrator? 

 
 
Communication Within Departments 
How would you describe current communication within your department? 
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How often would you like to receive communication from your department? 

 
 

Do you have access to the information you need to do your job effectively? 
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How prepared do you feel to address questions and concerns from the public? 

 
 

Change & Planning 
How receptive is your current supervisor to new ideas and suggestions? 
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How confident are you that your current supervisor will follow through on new ideas and 

suggestions? 

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

"The City’s plans for the future have been communicated to me" 
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"The City’s actions will positively impact the future of Mulvane" 

 
 

"I am confident in City leadership’s ability to plan for a successful future" 
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Supervisors Only 
Do you feel that supervisors receive adequate training and support? 

 
 

Please rate how easy or difficult hiring for your department is: 

  

50%
75%

40% 33%

100%

25%

50%
25%

60% 67% 75%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Yes No

100% 100% 100% 100%100% 100%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Administration EMS Fire Police Streets/Parks Utilities

Very easy Somewhat easy Somewhat difficult Very difficult

120



Appendix B: Responses by Tenure 
 

Following are the differences in response to questions according to employee tenure. 
 

Trust in Immediate Supervisor 

 
Respondents rated their department head on the following characteristics. 

 

Transparency 
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Recognition 

 

 

Competence 
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Clear Communication 

 

 

Honesty 
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Consistency 

 

 

Responsiveness 
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Fair Treatment 

 

 

Supportive Behavior 
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Empathy 

 

 
Trust in Department Head 

 

Respondents rated their department head on the following characteristics. 
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Clear and Transparent Communication 

 

 

Active Listening 
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Visibility and Accessibility 

 

 

Follow-Through 
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Support and Resources 

 

 

Recognition and Appreciation 
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Consistency in Actions 

 

 

Empathy and Understanding 
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Accountability  

 

 

Expertise and Ability 
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How much do you agree with the statement: “My department head is accountable to 

their staff” 

 

 

How often does your department head seek out your feedback? 
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How often do you have personal interactions with your department head? 

 

 
City Administrator 
Respondents rated the City Administrator on the following characteristics. 

 

Visibility and Accessibility 
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Planning 

 
 

Community Engagement 
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Policy Development 

 
 

Expertise and Ability  
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Work-Life Balance 
How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“My workload is manageable.” 

 
 

“I am encouraged to take time off when needed (vacation, sick and personal days).” 
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“My current supervisor is supportive of my life commitments and needs.” 

 
 

“My current supervisor provides resources and support for managing work-related 

stress.” 
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Departmental Culture 
How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“I enjoy coming to work each day.” 

 
 

“I have positive relationships with my colleagues.” 
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“The work environment is supportive.” 

 
 

“I feel valued by my team.” 
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“I know what my department’s goals are.” 

 
 

“I am a part of planning and goal setting for my department” 
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“I know how the work my department does aligns with the City overall.” 

 
 

“I am proud to be a part of my department.” 
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Inter-Department Relationships 
How well do you know colleagues from other departments? 

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statement: “Other departments have it easier 

or better than we do” 
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Have you experienced any negative impacts from policy changes in other departments? 

 
 

Budget 
Are you involved in the budget process for your department? 
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How informed are you about the budget process in your department? 

 
 

How transparent do you feel the budget process is in your department? 
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What is your desired level of involvement in the budget process? 

 
 

Pay & Benefits 
How much do you agree with the following statement: “Benefits are a main reason I 

work for the City.” 
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Satisfaction with health benefits 

 
 

Satisfaction with retirement benefits 
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Satisfaction with hourly rate/salary  

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statement: “Pay is a main reason I work for 

the City.” 
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Do you have jobs/work in addition to working for the City? 

 
 

How would you describe the use of City resources across the entire organization? 
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How would you describe the use of City resources in your department? 

 
 

Communication From the City Administrator 
How would you describe current communication from the City Administrator? 
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How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

“Communication from the City Administrator is clear and consistent.” 

 
 

“Information from the City Administrator is provided in a timely manner.” 
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“I know the process for providing feedback to the City Administrator.” 

 
 

“The City Administrator communicates decisions, processes, and changes.” 
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How often would you like to receive communication from the City Administrator? 

Communication Within Departments 
How would you describe current communication within your department? 
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How often would you like to receive communication from your department? 

 
 

Do you have access to the information you need to do your job effectively? 
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How prepared do you feel to address questions and concerns from the public? 

 
 

Change & Planning 
How receptive is your current supervisor to new ideas and suggestions? 
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How confident are you that your current supervisor will follow through on new ideas and 

suggestions? 

 
 

How much do you agree with the following statements: 

 

"The City’s plans for the future have been communicated to me" 
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"The City’s actions will positively impact the future of Mulvane" 

 
 

"I am confident in City leadership’s ability to plan for a successful future" 
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Supervisors Only 
Do you feel that supervisors receive adequate training and support? 

 
 

Please rate how easy or difficult hiring for your department is: 
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Memorandum 
To: City Council 

From: Jacob Coy, Director of Utilities 

Date: November 18, 2024 

Subject: Approval of Additional Motor Repairs for Generator #11 

 
Overview: 

Following the teardown and inspection of Generator #11, several additional repair needs 
were identified. This extra work was not part of the original scope but became necessary 
after Cooper assessed the extent of the damage. It’s important to note that while we 
anticipated the possibility of further repairs due to the crankcase explosion at the time of 
failure, the full extent could only be confirmed after a thorough inspection. 

The updated quote from Cooper, reflects these newly discovered repair requirements. The 
attached quote covers the additional scope of work, allowing us to address critical repairs 
while effectively managing costs 

 
Key Updates to Scope of Work: 

1. Cylinder Head Repairs: 
   The assessment revealed significant corrosion around the water jumper holes on all 18-
cylinder heads. As a result, additional machine shop time is required to recondition the 
heads, install new plugs, and ensure proper sealing. This repair is crucial to restore optimal 
performance and extend the lifespan of the generator. 

2. Replacement of Critical Components:   

   The revised scope includes the reconditioning and replacement of several critical 
components, such as bushing connector rods, head covers, and sub-covers. Additionally, 
new plugs, dowel pins, and seals will be installed to ensure the integrity of the internal 
components. 

3. Web Deflection Adjustment:   

   Web deflection refers to the precise alignment process between the motor and the 
generator. This adjustment ensures that the rotating components are perfectly aligned and 
balanced, minimizing vibrations and mechanical stress. Proper alignment is critical to 
optimizing the performance, efficiency, and longevity of the generator. Initially, Cooper 
quoted this as part of their repair package. However, since web deflection can be performed 
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independently, we sought additional quotes and found a more cost-effective provider to 
complete this task. This approach allows us to maintain optimal alignment while reducing 
costs. 

 
Financial Impact: 

- The total estimated cost for the revised scope of repairs is $125,650.85. 
- Budget Considerations: Due to strong budget performance throughout the year, the power 
plant budget for 2024 has sufficient funds available to cover these repair costs, allowing us 
to address these necessary repairs. 

 
Request for Approval: 

Your approval of this updated plan is requested to proceed with the repairs. 

Sample Motion: I move to approve the additional repairs to Generator #11 for a total of 
$125,650.85, with costs covered by 2024 power plant budget and authorize the Cooper 
Machinery Service to proceed with the revised scope of work.  
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Date: 11/13/2024
Unit # GENERATOR #11
Model # DGSRV-16-3
Serial # 67025

Qty Unit Price Total
1 7,951.58$       7,951.58$          
1 4,232.96$       4,232.96$          
2 1,010.12$       2,020.24$          
2 55.59$            111.18$             
8 5,250.00$       42,000.00$        
1 6,666.67$       6,666.67$          
45 ZJF-019-000 264.49$          11,902.05$        
18 2,820.34$       50,766.17$        

125,650.85$      

-$                   

125,650.85$      

WARRANTY: 12 months from starting up or 8600 runhours OR 18 months from date of delivery OR
from date of notice parts are ready from shipment.

Date:

Estimate Cost Impact of EWAR 

Total Labor

Estimated Impact to Schedule (in days)

Prepared by: Gregory Gonzales - GC FS Manager

Customer Approval Signature :

BUSHING CONN ROD ZR-3195

Total Parts

Labor Required:

PLUG Z96949
PIN DOWEL
HEAD COVERS, RECONDITION *
SUB COVERS, RECONDITION *

ZG-4352

* 2 Weeks Delivery From Date Of Order Placement

CMIR: 03-362-02-AA
CMIR: 97315

Acct. Manager Chris Smith

Description of Work Beyond Original Scope?
Perform web deflection and make adjustments as needed. Adjust OB bearing and reset stator air gap. Additional parts 
required (see itemized quote below). Shop repairs on the power cylinder heads (Machine all heads to receive new plug; 
Installation of new plugs; Machine time for plugs) 

Extra Work Authorization Form
EWAR # 001

Parts & Labor Outside of Scope
City of Mulvane - Mulvane, KS

Service Order # Labor

Parts Required:
Description Part Number
PIN PISTON Z1A-7799

Liner O-Rings
Head Water Jumper Repair (Shop)
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Mayor and City Council 

City of Mulvane 

Mulvane, Kansas 67110 

To Whom It May Concern. 

""\\'''' ,,,,,,, ...... ,, 
.:- -:,.. "' � 
E �- �
--;.· � 

""�1 
- ,,� 

,,,,,, ,,,�,, 
Paul Stewm1 Irwin 

American Legion Post 136 
410 SE Louis Drive, PO Box 195 

Mulvane, Kansas 67110 

October 22, 2024 

On behalf of the Officers and Members of Paul Stewart Irwin American Legion Post 136 it is 
respectfully requesting the opportunity to request the waiver of the Liquor License fee at the 
November1tf,, 2024 City Council meeting. This post is dedicated to support the membership of 
the Post as well of any and all veterans that reside in the City of Mulvane. The funds would be 
utilized in programs that aid all veterans and their families. 

Sincerely, 

Warr n T. Johnston 

Finance Officer 

Motion to waive the $500.00 Liquor License Fee for the Paul Stewart Irwin American Legion Post 136.
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City Council Meeting 
November 18, 2024 

TO:  Mayor and City Council 
FR:  Rachael Blackwell, Finance Director 
RE:  Amending the 2024 Budget 
ACTION:  Set the public hearing date to amend the 2024 Budget 

 
Analysis: 
The City needs to amend the 2024 budget for the following reason: 
 

• The expenditures for the Swimming Pool fund will exceed the approved 2024 budget.  
 
Legal Considerations:  KSA 79-2929a authorizes municipalities to amend budgets to spend money not 
in the original budget.  The additional expenditures are to be made from existing revenue and cannot 
require additional tax levies. 
 
A notice of public hearing will be published in the Mulvane News on November 21st, 2024, which is at 
least 10 days prior to the public hearing.  The last time amending the annual budget may occur is on or 
before December 31st of that budget year. 
 
Financial Considerations:   The cost of the legal publication in the newspaper.  The City will also have 
to make a larger transfer from the general fund than originally anticipated to cover the expenditure.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
MOTION to set the public hearing to amend the 2024 budget on December 2, 2024. 
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Agenda Section – New Business 
November 18, 2024 

 
TO: Mayor and Council 
FR: City Administrator 
RE: PEC Agreement 
ACTION: Approve Agreement with PEC for a Preliminary Engineering Report 
Background: 
The Mulvane Community Foundation (MCF) and Mulvane Recreation Commission (MRC) have been 
working on a grant application to help improve accessibility to community businesses.  The CDBG funding, 
if approved, would cover access assist doors and any other door updates needed to accommodate 
increased accessibility. 
 
The CDBG funding has a 25% match, which the MCF and MRC intend to raise funds to cover.  The grant 
application also requires a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) to be submitted with the application.  
Previously, the MCF and MRC went out to bid for engineering contractors to perform the PER and only 
received one response from PEC for $13,000.  The PER will include the analysis of 19 businesses in the 
community that were willing to participate in the project; the list of businesses participating is included as 
“Exhibit B” in PEC’s contract.  The MCF and MRC are requesting the city support this grant application as 
the name sponsor and by funding the commission of the PER. 
 
Analysis 
The Preliminary Engineering Report will help complete the CDBG application for accessibility funding but 
does not guarantee funding.  The 25% match is planned to be raised by the Mulvane Recreation 
Commission and Mulvane Community Foundation.  If successfully funded, this project will help increase 
accessibility for patrons to these 19 businesses. 

 
Financial Considerations: 
The Preliminary Engineering Report will cost $13,000 to perform. 
 
Legal Considerations: 
As per the City Attorney 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Approve Agreement with PEC a Preliminary Engineering Report. 
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October 9, 2024 
 
Austin St. John 
City Administrator 
City of Mulvane 
211 North Second Avenue 
Mulvane, Kansas 67110 

 
Reference: AGREEMENT for City of Mulvane – Downtown PER 

Mulvane, Kansas 
PEC Project No. 36-240958-000-1308 (“the Project”) 
 

Dear Mr. St. John: 
 
Professional Engineering Consultants, P.A. (“PEC”) is pleased to provide professional services to 
City of Mulvane (“Client”) in connection with the referenced Project, and in accordance with this 
letter agreement (“Agreement”). The services to be performed by PEC (“the Services”) are 
described in Exhibit A – Services, Schedule, and Payment (attached and incorporated by 
reference) and are subject to the following terms and conditions. 

Performance. PEC will perform the Services with the level of care and skill ordinarily 
exercised by other consultants of the same profession under similar circumstances, at the 
same time, and in the same locality. PEC agrees to perform the Services in as timely a manner 
as is consistent with the professional standard of care and to comply with applicable laws, 
regulations, codes and standards that relate to the Services and that are in effect as of the 
date when the Services are provided. 

Client Responsibilities. To enable PEC to perform the Services, Client shall, at its sole 
expense: (1) provide all information and documentation regarding Client requirements, the 
existing site, and planned improvements necessary for the orderly progress of the Services; 
(2) designate a person to act as Client representative with authority to transmit instructions, 
receive instructions and information, and interpret and define Client requirements and 
requests regarding the Services; (3) provide access to, and make all provisions for PEC to 
enter the project site as required to perform the Services, including those provisions required 
to perform subsurface investigations such as, but not limited to, clearing of trees and 
vegetation, removal of fences or other obstructions, and leveling the site; (4) site restoration 
and repair, as needed following field investigations; (5) establish and periodically update a 
project budget, which shall include a contingency to cover additional services as may be 
required by changes in the design or Services; and (6) timely respond to requests for 
information and timely review and approve all design deliverables. PEC shall be entitled to 
rely on all information and services provided by Client. Client recognizes field investigations 
may damage existing property. PEC will take reasonable precautions to minimize property 
damage whenever field investigations are included in the Services. 
Payment. Invoices will be submitted periodically and are due and payable net 30 days from 
invoice date. Unpaid balances past due shall be subject to an interest charge at the rate of 
1.5 % per month from the date of the invoice, and any related attorneys’ fees and collection 
costs. PEC reserves the right to suspend the Services and withhold deliverables if the Client 
fails to make payment when due. In such an event, PEC shall have no liability for any delay 
or damage resulting from such suspension. 

 
 

303 S TOPEKA WICHITA, KS 67202 316.262.2691 PEC1.COM 
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Work Product. PEC is the author and owner of all reports, drawings, specifications, test 
data, techniques, photographs, letters, notes, and all other work product, including in 
electronic form, created by PEC in connection with the Project (the “Work Product”). PEC 
retains all common law, statutory, and other reserved rights in the Work Product, including 
copyrights. Client is granted a license to use any Work Product it receives for its intended purpose (including 
grant applications).The Work Product may not be used by the Client or anyone claiming by, 
through or under the Client, for any purpose other than the purpose for which it was prepared, 
including, but not limited to, use on other projects or future modifications to the Project, 
without the prior written consent of PEC. Any unauthorized use of the Work Product shall be 
at the user’s sole risk and Client shall not hold PEC liable for any exposure arising from such 
unauthorized use. To the extent PEC terminates this Agreement due to non-payment by 
Client shall not be entitled to use the Work Product for any unintended purpose without the 
prior written consent of PEC. 
Unless otherwise agreed by Client and PEC, Client may rely upon Work Product only in paper 
copy (“hard copy”) or unalterable digital files, with either wet or digital signature meeting the 
requirements of the governing licensing authority having jurisdiction over the Project. In all 
instances, the original hard copy of the Work Product takes precedence over electronic files. 
All electronic files furnished by PEC are furnished only for convenience, not reliance by 
Client, and any reliance on such electronic files will be at the Client sole risk. 
Insurance. PEC and Client agree to each maintain statutory Worker’s Compensation, 
Employer’s Liability Insurance, General Liability Insurance, and Automobile Insurance 
coverage for the duration of this Agreement. Additionally, PEC will maintain Professional 
Liability Insurance for PEC’s negligent acts, errors, or omissions in providing Services 
pursuant to this Agreement. 
Supplemental Agreements. Changes in the Services may be accomplished after execution 
of this Agreement only by a written Supplemental Agreement signed by PEC and Client. For 
any change that increases PEC’s cost of, or time required for performance of any part of the 
Services, PEC’s compensation and time for performance will be equitably increased. 
Differing, Concealed, or Unknown Conditions. If PEC encounters conditions at the 
Project site that are (1) subsurface or otherwise concealed physical conditions that differ 
materially from those indicated in the information provided to PEC or (2) unknown physical 
conditions of an unusual nature that differ materially from those ordinarily found to exist and 
generally recognized as inherent in construction activities provided for in this Agreement, 
PEC will, if practicable, promptly notify Client before conditions are disturbed. Subsurface 
condition identification is limited to only those points where samples are taken. The nature 
and extent of subsurface condition variations across the site may not become evident until 
construction. PEC assumes no liability for site variations differing from those sampled or 
changed conditions discovered during construction. If the differing, concealed, or unknown 
conditions cause an increase in PEC’s cost of, or time required for performance of any part 
of the Services, PEC’s compensation and time for performance will be equitably increased. 
Additionally, Client (1) waives all claims against PEC and (2) agrees to indemnify and hold 
harmless PEC as well as its respective officers, directors and employees, from and against 
liability for claims, losses, damages, and expenses, including reasonable attorneys’ fees from 
all third-party claims resulting from differing, concealed, or unknown conditions. 
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Fast-Track, Phased or Accelerated Schedule. Accelerated, phased or fast-track 
scheduling increases the risk of incurring unanticipated costs and expenses including costs 
for PEC to coordinate and redesign portions of the Project affected by the procuring or 
installing elements of the Project prior to the completion of all relevant construction 
documents, and costs for the contractor to remove and replace previously installed work. If 
Client selects accelerated, phased or fast-track scheduling, Client agrees to include a 
contingency in the Project budget sufficient to cover such costs. 
Force Majeure. PEC will not be liable to Client for delays in performing the Services or for 
any costs or damages that may result from: labor strikes; riots; war; acts of terrorism; acts 
or omissions of governmental authorities, the Project Client or third parties; extraordinary 
weather conditions or other natural catastrophes; acts of God; unanticipated site conditions; 
or other acts or circumstances beyond the control of PEC. In the event performance of the 
Services is delayed by circumstances beyond PEC’s control, PEC’s compensation and time 
for performance will be equitably increased. 
Construction Means; Safety. PEC shall have no control over and shall not be responsible 
for construction means, methods, techniques, sequences or procedures, or for construction 
safety precautions and programs. PEC shall not be responsible for the acts or omissions of 
any contractor, subcontractor or any other person performing any work (other than the 
Services), or for the failure of any of them to carry out their work in accordance with all 
applicable laws, regulations, codes and standards, or the construction documents. 
Cost Estimates. Upon request, PEC may furnish estimates of probable cost, but cannot and 
does not guarantee the accuracy of such estimates. All estimates, including estimates of 
construction costs, financial evaluations, feasibility studies, and economic analyses of 
alternate solutions, will be made on the basis of PEC’s experience and qualifications and will 
represent PEC’s judgment as a design professional familiar with the construction industry. 
However, PEC has no control over (1) the cost of labor, material or equipment furnished by 
others, (2) market conditions, (3) contractors’ methods of determining prices or performing 
work, or (4) competitive bidding practices. Accordingly, PEC will have no liability for bids or 
actual costs that differ from PEC’s estimates. 
Termination. Both the Client and PEC have the right to terminate this Agreement for 
convenience upon fifteen calendar days’ written notice to the other party. In the event the 
Client terminates this Agreement without cause, PEC shall be entitled to payment for all 
Services performed and expenses incurred up to the time of such termination, plus fees for 
any required transition services, and reimbursement of all costs incurred which are directly 
attributable to such termination. 
Environmental Hazards. Client acknowledges that the Services do not include the 
detection, investigation, evaluation, or abatement of environmental conditions that PEC may 
encounter, such as mold, lead, asbestos, PCBs, hazardous substances (as defined by 
Federal, State or local laws or regulations), contaminants, or toxic materials that may be 
present at the Project site. Client agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold PEC harmless from 
any claims relating to the actual or alleged existence or discharge of such materials through 
no fault of PEC. PEC may suspend the Services, without liability for any damages, if it has 
reason to believe that its employees may be exposed to hazardous materials. 
Betterment. PEC will not be responsible for any cost or expense that provides betterment, 
upgrade, or enhancement of the Project. 
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Dispute Resolution. The Client and PEC will endeavor to resolve claims, disputes and other 
matters in issue arising out of this Agreement, the Project or the Services through a meet 
and confer session. The meeting will be attended by senior representatives of Client and 
PEC who have full authority to resolve the claim. The meeting will take place within thirty 
(30) days after a request by either party, unless the parties mutually agree otherwise. Prior 
to the meeting, the parties will exchange relevant information that will assist in resolving the 
claim. 
If the parties resolve the claim, they will prepare appropriate documentation memorializing the 
resolution. 
If the parties are unable to resolve the claim, PEC and Client agree to submit the claim to 
mediation prior to the initiation of any binding dispute resolution proceedings (except for PEC 
claims for nonpayment). The mediation will be held in Wichita, Kansas, and the parties will share 
the mediator’s fees and expenses equally. 
Jurisdiction; Venue; Governing Law. To the fullest extent permitted by law, PEC and Client 
stipulate that the Eighteenth Judicial District, District Court, Sedgwick County, Kansas is the 
court of exclusive jurisdiction and venue to determine any dispute arising out of or relating to 
this Agreement, the Project or the Services. PEC and Client further agree that this Agreement 
shall be construed, interpreted and governed in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Kansas without regard to its conflict of laws principles. 
Indemnity. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Client and PEC each agree to hold each 
other harmless, as well as their respective officers, directors and employees, from and 
against liability for claims, losses, damages, and expenses, including reasonable attorneys’ 
fees, provided such claim, loss, damage, or expense is attributable to bodily injury, sickness, 
disease, death, or property damage, but only to the extent caused by the negligent acts or 
omissions of the indemnifying party, or anyone for whose acts they may be liable. 
Agreed Remedy. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the total liability, in the aggregate, of 
either party or its officers, directors, employees, agents, and consultants to Client and anyone 
claiming by, through or under PEC or the Client, for any and all injuries, claims, losses, 
expenses, or damages, including, without limitation, attorneys’ fees, arising out of or in any 
way related to this Agreement, the Services, or the Project, from any cause and under any 
theory of liability, shall not exceed PEC’s total fee under this Agreement. In no event will either 
party be liable for any indirect, incidental, special or consequential damages, including, 
without limitation, loss of use or lost profits, incurred by either party or anyone claiming by, 
through or under the party. 
Assignment. Client will not assign any rights, duties, or interests accruing from this 
Agreement without the prior written consent of PEC. This Agreement will be binding upon the 
Client, its successors and assigns. 
No Third-Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is solely for the benefit of PEC and Client. 
Nothing herein is intended in any way to benefit any third party or otherwise create any duty 
or obligation on behalf of PEC or Client in favor of such third parties. Further, PEC assumes 
no obligations or duties other than the obligations to Client specifically set forth in this 
Agreement. PEC shall not be responsible for Client obligations under any separate 
agreement with any third-party. 
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Entire Agreement. This Agreement represents the entire and integrated agreement between 
PEC and Client and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations, or agreements, either 
written or oral. This Agreement may only be amended by a writing signed by PEC and Client. 

Severability. If any provisions of this Agreement is determined to be unenforceable, in whole 
or in part, the remainder shall not be affected thereby and each remaining provision or portion 
thereof shall continue to be valid and effective and shall be enforceable to the fullest extent 
permitted by law. 

Thank you for engaging PEC; we look forward to working with you. If this Agreement is 
acceptable, please sign below and return an executed copy to me. Once received, a copy of the 
Agreement will be executed and returned. 

 

RMM:cds  
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, P.A. 

 
By:  , Signatory  

Printed Name: Benjamin M. Mabry, P.E.   

Title:  VP Municipal Transportation Engineering  

Date:    

ACCEPTED: CITY OF MULVANE 

By:   

Printed Name:  

Title:   

Date:   
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EXHIBIT A 

A. Project Description: 

1. Complete the Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) in accordance with the 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program requirements for ADA 
upgrades in the City of Mulvane, Kansas. The businesses being evaluated for 
improvements are listed in Exhibit B (attached hereto). 

B. Anticipated Project Schedule: 

1. The fully executed copy of the contract will serve as PEC’s notice to proceed with 
the services. 

2. PEC shall commence its services on the Project within seven (7) days after 
receiving CLIENT’s notice to proceed. 

3. PEC and CLIENT anticipate that the report will be completed in approximately 
four (4) weeks after receiving Notice to Proceed. 

C. Project Deliverables: 

1. This Project Deliverables shall consist of the following sealed by an Engineer 
licensed in the State of Kansas where applicable: 

a) Preliminary Engineering Report (PER). 

D. Scope of Services: 

1. ADA Architectural 
a) Through the use of a sub consultant, attend one on-site CLIENT meeting 

to review site conditions at proposed businesses outlined in Exhibit B and 
analyze ADA upgrade needs. 

b) Provide estimate and supporting writeup to address upgrade needs. 

2. Civil Engineering Design Services including: 

a) Prepare a PER per CDBG program requirements. 
b) Provide draft PER to the CLIENT for review and comment. 
c) Attend one City Council meeting to discuss the report findings. 
d) Provide final PER sealed by a licensed engineer. 

E. Supplementary Services: 

The following shall be considered supplementary services to from the Scope of Services 
under this work order to be provided by PEC. 

1. Field survey services. 
2. Subsurface investigations. 
3. Drainage analysis. 
4. Design services. 
5. Meetings with local/state/federal agencies beyond those identified in the scope of 

services. 
6. Additional services associated with an expansion of/changes to the scope of the 

Project. 
 
 
 
Exhibit A 
PEC Project No. 36-240958-000-1308 1 
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F. PEC’s Fees: 

1. PEC’s Fee for its Scope of Services will be on a lump sum basis including 
expenses in the amount of $13,000.00. 

 
Services Subtotal 
ADA Architectural $ 9,600.00 
Civil Engineering $ 3,400.00 
Totals $ 13,000.00 

 
2. Taxes are not included in PEC’s Fees. CLIENT shall reimburse PEC for any 

sales, use, and value added taxes which apply to these services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit A 
PEC Project No. 36-240958-000-1308 2 
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EXHIBIT B 

 
 
A. Edward Jones 
B. Post Office 
C. Lil Duece Scoops 
D. Laurie’s Kitchen 
E. Mulvane Museum 
F. Robin’s Accounting 
G. Triumph Flowers 
H. Amy’s Pizza 
I. Mulvane Pharmacy 
J. Luciano’s 
K. Dollar General 
L. Mulvane Mercantile 
M. Empire Tacos 
N. Huckleberry Bakery 
O. Mainstreet Nutrition 
P. Stroots Locker 
Q. The Grill 
R. Ascension Medical 
S. Family Dentistry 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit B 
PEC Project No. 36-240958-000-1308 1 
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Agenda Section – Engineer 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
MULVANE, KANSAS 
November 18, 2024 

 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
SUBJECT: Phase 3 - Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
FROM: Chris Young, City Engineer - Young & Associates, PA 
ACTION: Review Revised Project Scope and Approve Supplemental Engineering Services    
 
Background: 
In November of 2022 the City modified the Main “A” Sanitary Sewer project scope from a single construction 
installation to multiple project phases.  The smaller Phase 1 project and extended contract time resulted in obtaining 
(3) bids with significantly lower unit prices than was bid for the single Main “A” project.  For example, the Main “A” 
bid price for 24” SS pipe was $491.50/LF compared to $175.00/LF for Phase 1. 
 
Phase 2 of the Main A project was bid to pipeline contractors in October of 2023.  Phase 2 construction was 
completed in April of 2024 and installed sanitary sewer pipe from Boxelder & Bridge St. to south of Prather St. 
including a new crossing of the BNSF railroad (see “Project Phasing Map” below).  
 
Analysis: 
In the summer of 2024, the City directed Y&A to prepare 
bid documents, conduct a bid opening and provide 
construction oversight for “Phase 3, Main A Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements”.  This phase will construct a new 
extend a new sewer from south of Prather St. to Ralph 
Bell Park.  Final bid documents for Phase 3 were 
completed and advertised for bids on October 14, 2024.  
Phase 3 bids are scheduled to be submitted on 
November 14th.  The City anticipates completing Phase 3 
in late summer of 2025. 
 
Financial Considerations: 
Project costs opinions for Phase 3 construction are 
currently estimated at $1,457,000.  The project is being 
financed by General Obligation Bonds.  This estimate 
included approx. $1,267,000 for construction and 
$190,000 (15%) for project expenses.  The project is 
being financed by General Obligation Bonds. 
 
Outlined below is a summary of engineering fees for 
preparing bid documents and providing bid phase, 
construction admin/oversight services. 
 

Phase 3 Engineering Fees - 
Revised bid specs, provided bid phase and const. oversight services = $64,400.00 (±5.1% of const. costs) 

 

Prepare Bid Documents (NTE $12,500.00) 
Provide Bid Phase services (NTE $6,900.00) 
Provide construction admin/oversight services (NTE $45,000.00) 

 
 

Main “A” Sanitary S ewer Improvements - Project Phasing Map 
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City Council Memorandum – Phase 3 - Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
November 18, 2024 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Legal Considerations:  
Per City Attorney. 
 
Recommendation/Action: 
Staff recommends proceeding with Phase 2-Main A improvements as presented above and approving a 
supplemental agreement with Young & Associates, PA. 
 
SAMPLE MOTION: 
I move to approve supplemental engineering fees with Young & Associates, PA for Phase 3 Main A Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements in the Not-to-Exceed amount of $64,400.00. 
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Engineering Services – Phase 3, Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements              Page 1 of 4 

Contract Agreement 
for 

Design Engineering and Construction Oversight Services 
between 

THE CITY OF MULVANE, KANSAS 
and 

YOUNG & ASSOCIATES, PA 
 
 
THIS IS AN AGREEMENT made as of __________________, 2024 between the City of Mulvane, Kansas 
(OWNER) and Young & Associates, P.A. (ENGINEER).  OWNER intends to retain the ENGINEER to provide 
professional engineering services as required for “Phase 3, Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements”, to 
serve the City of Mulvane, Sedgwick-Sumner County, Kansas (the Project”). 
 
OWNER and ENGINEER in consideration of their mutual covenants herein agree in respect of performance 
of professional engineering services by ENGINEER and payment for those services by OWNER set forth 
below. 
 
1. ENGINEER shall provide for OWNER professional engineering services in all phases of the Project to 

which this agreement applies as hereinafter provided.  These services will include serving as 
OWNER’s professional engineering representative for the Project, providing professional engineering 
consultation and advice, design engineering and construction oversight. 

 
2. After authorization to proceed with Bid Documents services, the ENGINEER shall modify the original 

“Main A” construction design plans as follows: 
2.1 Modify the original Main A construction design plans to construct Main A from Poplar St. (end of 

Phase 2) to Ralph Bell Park (MH 2.18 per original design plans).  Create “Phase 3” title sheet, 
update Key Map and sheet numbers as needed. 

2.2 Revise construction plan notes as needed to separate the Phase 3 portion of the work from the 
original plans and to separate pavement replacement work (to be performed as “Add Alternate 
A”). 

2.3 Coordinate with KDOT (Sumner Co.) and KDHE to extend existing permits as needed. 
2.4 Send revised construction plans to utility companies to confirm any alignment conflicts.  

Coordinate with City staff and utility companies on resolving utility conflicts. 
2.5 Revise project specifications for Phase 3, including revised Bid Advertisement, Bid Form, 

Summary of Work, Agreement and Bond Forms. 
2.6 Review final bid documents (plans and specifications) with Public Works.  Advise and update 

Police and Fire on pending project schedules and street closures. 
2.7 Prepare final plans, specifications and engineer’s cost opinions including electronic and hard 

copy sets. 
 Prepare bi-monthly reports to the City Council on the progress of work completed. 
 
3. After authorization to proceed with Bid Phase services the ENGINEER shall: 

3.1 Assist the OWNER in advertising the Project for construction bids.  Distribute plans to 
prospective bidders, address pre-bid questions and prepare addenda as needed. 

3.2 Assist the OWNER in conducting bids for the Project.  Check bid forms for completeness and 
accuracy and prepare a tabulation of bids received.  Prepare “Notice of Award” for OWNER 
signatures. 

 
4. After authorization to proceed with Construction Admin/Oversight services the ENGINEER shall: 

4.1 Designate a person to act as ENGINEER’s on-site representative (resident project representative) 
with respect to the services to be rendered under this Agreement.  Such person shall have 
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Engineering Services – Phase 3, Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements              Page 2 of 4 

complete authority to transmit instructions, receive information, interpret and define OWNER’s 
policies and decisions with respect to ENGINEER’s services to the Project. 

4.2 Prepare construction contract documents for Contractor execution, including “Notice to 
Proceed” and bond forms.  Review completed contract documents and coordinate with OWNER 
and City Attorney on the acceptance of contract documents.  Conduct a pre-construction 
meeting with the awarding Contractor and OWNER. 

4.3 Provide periodic construction observation services for the construction of the project in a manner 
which is acceptable to the OWNER and in a timely and reasonable manner as necessary for the 
Contractor.  Construction inspection shall be provided by the OWNER. 

4.4 Install benchmark monuments as necessary to provide on-site vertical and horizontal control 
datum as specified in the construction design plans.  Construction staking shall be provided by 
the Contractor. 

4.5 Review shop drawings for conformance with the contract documents, conduct progress 
meetings as necessary to coordinate construction activity with the Contractors, Developer, and 
OWNER. 

4.6 Review proposed change orders by the Contractor and recommend approvals, as appropriate, 
and provide services in connection with Change Orders to reflect changes requested. 

4.7 Perform a final walk-through inspection of the construction improvements and review testing 
reports performed by the Contractor.  Prepare punch-list of items to complete the work and 
prepare engineer’s certification of substantial completion. 

 
5. Prepare to serve as a consultant or witness for OWNER in any litigation, arbitration or other legal or 

administrative proceeding involving the Project. 
 
6. ENGINEER shall procure and maintain insurance for protection from claims under workers’ 

compensation acts, claims of damage because of bodily injury including personal injury, sickness, or 
disease or death of any and all employees or of any person other than such employees, and from 
claims or damages because of injury to or destruction of property including loss of use resulting there 
from. 

 
7. OWNER shall do the following in a timely manner so as not to delay the services of ENGINEER: 

7.1 Designate a person to act as OWNER’s representative with respect to the services to be rendered 
under this Agreement.  Such person shall have complete authority to transmit instructions, 
receive information, interpret and define OWNER’s policies and decisions with respect to 
ENGINEER’s services to the Project. 

7.2 Provide all criteria and full information as to OWNER’s requirements for the Project, including 
objectives and constraints, capacity and performance requirements, flexibility and expandability, 
and any budgetary limitations; and furnish copies of all design and construction standards which 
OWNER will require to be included in the Project’s construction. 

7.3 Assist ENGINEER by placing at ENGINEER’s disposal all available information pertinent to the 
Project including previous reports and any other data relative to construction of the Project. 

7.4 Examine all studies, reports, sketches, Drawings, Specifications, proposals and other documents 
presented by ENGINEER, obtain advice of an attorney, insurance counselor, and other 
consultants as OWNER deems appropriate for such examination and render in writing decisions 
pertaining thereto within a reasonable time so as not to delay the services of ENGINEER. 

7.5 Give prompt written notice to ENGINEER whenever OWNER observes or otherwise becomes 
aware of any development that affects the scope or timing of ENGINEER’s services. 

7.6 Bear all costs incident to compliance with the requirements of this Contract, including all permit 
application fees. 
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Engineering Services – Phase 3, Main “A” Sanitary Sewer Improvements              Page 3 of 4 

8. The provisions of this Section and the various rates of compensation for ENGINEER’s services 
provided for elsewhere in this Agreement have been agreed to in anticipation of the orderly and 
continuous progress of the Project through completion of the Construction Phase. 

 
9. If OWNER has requested significant modifications or changes in the general scope, extent or 

character of the Project, the time of the performance of the ENGINEER’s services shall be adjusted 
equitably. 

 
10. If ENGINEER’s services during construction of the Project are delayed or suspended in whole or in 

part by OWNER for more than three months for reasons beyond ENGINEER’s control, ENGINEER shall 
on written demand to OWNER (but without termination of this Agreement) be paid as provided in 
paragraph 12. 

 
11. OWNER shall pay ENGINEER for Basic Engineering services (“Basic Services”) rendered under 

paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 on the basis of the total not-to-exceed lump sum fee amounts as follows: 
 

 
Lump Sum 

Engineering Fees 
Bid Documents $12,500.00 
Bid Phase Services $6,900.00 
Construction Admin/Oversight $45,000.00 

Total Engineering Fees $64,400.00 
 
 Billing for the Basic Services rendered, upon final approval by the OWNER, may be submitted to the 

OWNER for payment.  Reimbursable expenses including printing and reproductions and permit fees 
shall be billed at their actual costs and shall not include a handling fee.  The ENGINEER will not receive 
due payment until such time that the OWNER has issued temporary notes for the Project.  Monthly 
billings may then be submitted by ENGINEER based on the percentage of work completed to date. 

 
12. In the event of termination by OWNER upon the completion of any phase of the Basic Services, 

progress payments due ENGINEER for services rendered through such phase shall constitute total 
payment for such services.  In the event of such termination by OWNER during any phase of the Basic 
Services, ENGINEER will be paid for services rendered during that phase on the basis of ENGINEER’s 
salary costs times a factor of 1.75 for services rendered during that phase to date of termination. 

 
13. The obligation to provide future services under this Agreement may be terminated by either party upon 

30 days written notice through no fault of the terminating party. 
 
14. This Agreement is to be governed by the law of the State of Kansas. 
 
15. OWNER and ENGINEER each are hereby bound and the successors, executors, administrators, and 

legal representatives of OWNER and ENGINEER are hereby bound to the other party to this Agreement 
and to the successors, executors, administrators, and legal representatives (and said assigns) of such 
other party, in respect of all covenants, agreements, and other obligations of this Agreement. 

 
16. Neither OWNER nor ENGINEER shall assign or transfer any rights under or interest in (including, but 

without limitation, moneys that may become due or moneys that are due) this Agreement without the 
written consent of the other, except to the extent that any assignment or transfer is mandated by law 
or the effect of this limitation may be restricted by law.  Unless specifically stated to the contrary in 
any written consent to an assignment, no assignment will release or discharge the assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under this Agreement.  Nothing contained in this paragraph shall prevent 
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associates and consultants as ENGINEER may deem appropriate to assist in the performance of 
service hereunder. 

 
17. Nothing under this Agreement shall be construed to give any rights or benefits in this Agreement to 

anyone other than OWNER and ENGINEER, and all duties and responsibilities undertaken pursuant to 
this Agreement will be for the sole and exclusive benefit of OWNER and ENGINEER and not for the 
benefit of any other party. 

 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have made and executed this Agreement as of the day and year 
first above written. 
 
CITY OF MULVANE, KANSAS    YOUNG & ASSOCIATES, PA 
 
 
____________________________   ____________________________ 
Brent Allen, Mayor     Christopher R. Young, PE 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
City of Mulvane, Kansas     Young & Associates, PA 
211 North 2nd Street     100 South Georgie 
Mulvane, Kansas  67110    Derby, Kansas  67037 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Debra M. Parker, City Clerk 
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Agenda Section – Engineer 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
MULVANE, KANSAS 
November 18, 2024 

 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
SUBJECT: Pedestrian Bridge Replacement in English Park 
FROM: Young & Associates, PA - City Engineer 
ACTION: Review / Approve Engineering Agreement with Young & Associates, PA      
 
Background:  
Prior to 2016, the City maintained a pedestrian bridge crossing of 
Styx Creek inside English Park.  This bridge, located near the east 
end of Willowdell Dr., linked pedestrians in the Willowdell, Hickory 
Hills and Cedar Brook subdivisions.  The bridge was significantly 
damaged and taken out of service following two significant floods 
that occurred in the fall of 2016.   
 
Following these floods City staff made multiple applications for 
State/Federal flood mitigation grants to improve drainage 
conditions along Styx Creek.  The City was not successful in 
receiving these grants which would have included drainage 
improvements in English Park and replacement of the damaged 
pedestrian bridge.  Replacement of the English Park Pedestrian 
Bridge was included in the City’s 2024-2029 Capitol 
Improvement Program (re: Street-Drainage, “Styx Creek Channel 
Improvements”). 
 
Analysis: 
Styx Creek is a FEMA regulated stream with a floodplain spanning 
the majority of English Park and a floodway located in the 
westerly part of the Park.  City staff is working together with the 
City Engineer on a permit from the KDA–Division of Water 
Resources (DWR) for replacing the pedestrian bridge across Styx 
Creek.  The replacement bridge will provide a higher and longer 
bridge span (as compared to the previous bridge) and will have a 
wider channel configuration to improve flood conveyance under 
the bridge. 
 
Following permit approval, the City will prepare bid documents for installing a pre-fabricated, truss style, steel pedestrian 
bridge.  The bridge would be approx. 8-ft wide with a total span of approx. 70-ft.  Bridge specifications would be similar 
to “Continental” and “Pioneer” manufacturers.  Examples of these bridges may be seen locally in Madison Park and High 
Park in Derby and McConnell AFB just west of Rock Road. 
 
Financial Considerations: 
An engineering services agreement has been prepared and attached to this memorandum that addresses the scope of 
work items described above.  Structural and geotechnical engineering design will be provided by separate contract as 
needed.  The project will be funded through the current 1% sales tax for infrastructure/drainage improvements. 
 
Legal Considerations: 
Per City Attorney. 
 
 

Styx Creek – English Park 
Photo taken September 2016 

Styx Creek – English Park 
Photo taken May 2007 
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Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Recommendation/Action: 
Staff recommends the City Council approve an engineering agreement with Young & Associates, PA for preparing the 
DWR permit, site engineering design, bid documents, bidding services and construction oversight as outlined in their 
agreement for the estimated Not-To-Exceed amount of $31,555.00. 
 
Sample Motion: 
I move the City enter into an agreement with Young & Associates, P.A. for engineering and construction 
oversight services for replacing the pedestrian bridge in English Park as presented. 
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Agenda Section – Engineer 
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
MULVANE, KANSAS 
November 18, 2024 

 
 
TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
SUBJECT: Engineer’s Report on Infrastructure Projects 
FROM: Christopher R. Young, PE, City Engineer 
ACTION: Status Updates on City Infrastructure Projects         
 
Outlined below is a list of City projects currently under design, review, and/or construction followed by a brief status 
report for each project. 
 

Project Name/Description Project Status 
Phase 3 Main A Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements 
(Bond Issue funding) 

Completed to Date:  Final plans and bid documents have been completed and the 
project is currently being advertised for construction bids.  KDHE has re-issued the 
Main A Sewer Extension permit. 
Remaining Work:  Bid Phase 3 on November 14th, tabulate bids and present bids to the 
City Council. 
Contract Status:  Construction contracts pending. 
 
Note:  The Phase 2 Contractor, Apex Excavating, is addressing some warranty work 
including some trench settling across First St. and in Bridge street. 

Phase 1 Harvest Point 
Addition Infrastructure 
(Municipal Bonds) 

Completed to Date:  The Contractor has completed sanitary sewer installations.  Storm 
sewer installations are approx. 80% complete and water line installations are approx. 
30% complete.  Final street design plans have been completed and the project is out 
for bids. 
Remaining Work:  Mass Grading, Detention Ponds and Water Line installations are in 
progress.  All Grading and Utilities Improvements are scheduled to be completed by 
December 3rd.  Bids for Street Improvements are scheduled to be received on 
November 21st. 
Contract Status:  McCullough Excavation’s current contract amount is $1,672,980.25.  
Pay Application No. 4 has been approved and represents approx. 46.8% of the total 
contract amount (less 10% held in retainage).  As of November 8th the Contractor had 
completed approx. 47% of the total work. 

Emerald Valley Estates 2nd 
Addition Infrastructure 
(Municipal Bonds) 

Completed to Date:  A construction agreement with McCullough Excavating for Utility 
and Grading Improvements has been approved pending certain revisions to petitions 
and the developer’s agreement.  Amended Sanitary Sewer and Water Line petitions, 
revised Developer’s Agreement and amended ordinance and resolution were submitted 
and approved at the November 4th Council meeting.  Shop drawings have been 
submitted and are under review.  A pre-construction meeting was conducted with the 
Contractor and City staff on November 6th. 
Remaining Work:  The Contractor has requested a NTP date of December 4th.  Submit 
prelim/final street design plans, bid and construct streets. 
Contract Status:  McCullough Excavation’s current contract amount is $1,174,970.00.  
Construction agreement, bonds and insurance have been submitted and approved by 
the City.  A NTP will be issued on or before December 4, 2024. 

 

199



200



Agenda Section - Attorney 
 

November 18, 2024 
Executive Session Script 

 
BEFORE: 
 
Mayor:  I would entertain a motion to recess this meeting to an Executive Session 
for the purpose of: 
 

(1) Justification – Preliminary discussion of matters pertaining to the 
acquisition of real property pursuant to K.S.A. 75-4319(b)(6); 

(2) Purpose – Discussion of the acquisition of land. 
 

For a period not to exceed 15 minutes, said regular meeting to reconvene in open 
session at approximately _____ p.m. 
 
Said Executive Session to include the Mayor, City Council, City Administrator and 
the City Attorney. 
 
Motion by _______, second by ________, Vote. 
 
AFTER: 
 
Mayor:  I would now entertain a motion to reconvene the regular meeting of the 
City Council. 
 
Motion by _______, second by ________ to reconvene the City Council meeting. 
Motion approved unanimously. 
 
Mayor:  Let the record reflect that no decisions were made during the Executive 
Session. 
 
NEXT AGENDA ITEM 
 
 
 
 

201



202



203



204



205



206



207



Agenda Section-Consent 
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
November 18th, 2024 

 
TO:        Mayor and City Council 
SUBJECT: Purchase of Ferric Chloride.  
FROM:        Wastewater Supervisor 
ACTION:        Purchase of Ferric Chloride from Brenntag
  

 
Background: In 2011 the city started a sewer expansion project to accommodate the addition of 
the Kansas Star Casino.   This expansion included two chemical injection sites.   One is located at 
the casino.  The other is located near the wastewater plant.   These chemical injection buildings 
each hold two 4500-gallon tanks, one contains ferric chloride and the other contains sodium 
hydroxide.   These chemicals are injected directly into the force main at the casino site and at the 
wastewater plant.   They are also injected into the process at the wastewater plant.   The primary 
purpose of these chemicals is for odor control and managing PH, however better settling at the plant 
is also a benefit from the ferric chloride.   We usually purchase both chemicals at the same time.   
However, we only need to replenish our stock of ferric chloride at this time.  
 

After obtaining approval from the City Administrator to place this purchase on the consent 
agenda, the ferric chloride was ordered at a cost of $12,850.00 from Brenntag Southwest, Inc.   The 
half load of ferric chloride will be put at the plant site.      
    

 
Legal Considerations:   Per City Attorney.  
 
Financial Considerations: Funds for this expenditure are available in the Wastewater 
Department budget. 
 
 
Recommendations/Action: A motion to approve the purchase of 30,000lbs of ferric chloride 
for $12,850.00 from Brenntag Southwest, Inc.   This price includes delivery, insurance surcharge 
and fuel cost. Load may vary slightly but is charged by the pounds delivered.  
 
 
 
Submitted by 
Brian Bradshaw 
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Progress Estimate - Unit Price Work             Contractor's Application

For (Contract): Application Number:

Application Period: Application Date:

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

1 1 LS $497,925.00 $497,925.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $497,925.00

2 160 LF $75.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,000.00

3 70 LF $85.00 $5,950.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,950.00

4 37 LF $95.00 $3,515.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,515.00

5 4 EA $1,900.00 $7,600.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,600.00

6 2 EA $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,000.00

7 2 EA $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00

8 281 SY $100.00 $28,100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $28,100.00

9 1901 SY $7.25 $13,782.25 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,782.25

10 2671 SY $3.00 $8,013.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,013.00

11 1 LS $49,522.00 $49,522.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $49,522.00

12 1 LS $30,150.00 $30,150.00 0.5 $15,075.00 $0.00 $15,075.00 $0.00 $15,075.00 50.0% $15,075.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$665,557.25 $15,075.00 $15,075.00 $0.00 $15,075.00 2.3% $650,482.25

A B EDC

Harvest Point Phase 1 4

October 1, 2024 thru October 31, 2024 October 31, 2024

F G H K L M

%                                         

(F / B)                                  Bid Item No. Description

Balance to Finish               

(B - F)

Mass Grading

Contract Information

Item 

Quantity
Units Unit Price

Total Value           

of Item ($)

Item
Estimated 

Quantity 

Installed

Value of Work 

Installed to 

Date

Materials Presently 

Stored (not in H)

Total Completed 

and Stored to Date 

(D + E)

WORK COMPLETED

Totals

Site Clearing and Restoration

From Previous 

Applications
This Period

JI

Earthwork, Complete in place per lump sum.

21" x 14" RCPHE Storm Sewer, complete in place per linear foot

30" x 19" RCPHE Storm Sewer, Complete in place per linear foot

34" x 22" RCPHE Storm Sewer, complete in place per linear foot

21"x14" RCPHE End Sections, complete in place per each

30" x 19" RCPHE End Sections, complet in place per each

34" x 22" RCPHE End Sections, complete in place per each

Light-Type Stone Rip-Rap on Geotextile Liner, complete in place per square yard

Turf Mat Reinforcement, complete in place per square yard

Soil Retention Blanket, complete in place per square yard

Seeding and Erosion Control, complete in place for per lump sum

EJCDC® C-620 Contractor's Application for Payment

© 2013 National Society of Professional Engineers for EJCDC.  All rights reserved.
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Progress Estimate - Unit Price Work             Contractor's Application

For (Contract): Application Number:

Application Period: Application Date:

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

1 2820 LF $70.00 $197,400.00 2820 $197,400.00 $197,400.00 $0.00 $197,400.00 100.0% $0.00

2 53 LF $2,000.00 $106,000.00 53 $106,000.00 $106,000.00 $0.00 $106,000.00 100.0% $0.00

3 7 EA $3,700.00 $25,900.00 7 $25,900.00 $22,200.00 $3,700.00 $25,900.00 100.0% $0.00

4 7 EA $6,000.00 $42,000.00 7 $42,000.00 $42,000.00 $0.00 $42,000.00 100.0% $0.00

5 1 EA $4,500.00 $4,500.00 1 $4,500.00 $4,500.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 100.0% $0.00

6 2 EA $1,800.00 $3,600.00 2 $3,600.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 $3,600.00 100.0% $0.00

7 11 EA $2,100.00 $23,100.00 11 $23,100.00 $18,900.00 $4,200.00 $23,100.00 100.0% $0.00

8 41 EA $2,300.00 $94,300.00 41 $94,300.00 $80,500.00 $13,800.00 $94,300.00 100.0% $0.00

9 312 LF $5.00 $1,560.00 312 $1,560.00 $1,200.00 $360.00 $1,560.00 100.0% $0.00

10 1 LS $2,322.00 $2,322.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,322.00

11 1 LS $12,200.00 $12,200.00 1 $12,200.00 $0.00 $12,200.00 $12,200.00 100.0% $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$512,882.00 $510,560.00 $34,260.00 $0.00 $510,560.00 99.5% $2,322.00Totals

8" Sanitary Sewer

16" Boring and Steel Encasement

Standard Sanitary Sewer Manhole (4' Dia.)

Standard Sanitary Sewer Manhole (5' Dia)

Connection to Existing Manhole

8" Pipe Stub w/End Cap

4" Pipe Stub w/Riser

8"x4" Tee and Riser Assembly

Flushed and Vibrated Sand Backfill

Seeding and Erosion Control

Site Clearing and Restoration

Sanitary Sewer 

Item Contract Information
Estimated 

Quantity 

Installed

Value of Work 

Installed to 

Date
Bid Item No. Description

Item 

Quantity
Units Unit Price

Total Value           

of Item ($)

H JI

Harvest Point Phase 1 4

October 1, 2024 thru October 31, 2024 October 31, 2024

K MLA B C D GFE

%                                         

(F / B)                                  

Balance to Finish               

(B - F)

WORK COMPLETED

From Previous 

Applications
This Period

Materials Presently 

Stored (not in H)

Total Completed 

and Stored to Date 

(D + E)

EJCDC® C-620 Contractor's Application for Payment

© 2013 National Society of Professional Engineers for EJCDC.  All rights reserved.

Page 3 of 5

216



Progress Estimate - Unit Price Work             Contractor's Application

For (Contract): Application Number:

Application Period: Application Date:

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

1 15" RCP Storm Sewer 38 LF $60.00 $2,280.00 38 $2,280.00 $0.00 $2,280.00 $2,280.00 100.0% $0.00

2 18" PVC Storm Sewer 528 LF $70.00 $36,960.00 459 $32,130.00 $0.00 $32,130.00 $32,130.00 86.9% $4,830.00

3 18" RCP Storm Sewer 75 LF $70.00 $5,250.00 75 $5,250.00 $0.00 $5,250.00 $5,250.00 100.0% $0.00

4 21" ASP Storm Sewer 194 LF $80.00 $15,520.00 164 $13,120.00 $0.00 $13,120.00 $13,120.00 84.5% $2,400.00

5 24" PVC Storm Sewer 161 LF $80.00 $12,880.00 67 $5,360.00 $0.00 $5,360.00 $5,360.00 41.6% $7,520.00

6 24" RCP Storm Sewer 249 LF $80.00 $19,920.00 249 $19,920.00 $0.00 $19,920.00 $19,920.00 100.0% $0.00

7 30" x 19" RCPHE Storm Sewer 74 LF $85.00 $6,290.00 51 $4,335.00 $0.00 $4,335.00 $4,335.00 68.9% $1,955.00

8 18" RCP End Sections 1 EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00

9 21" SP End Sections 1 EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00

10 24" RCP End Sections 2 EA $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,000.00

11 30" x 19" RCPHE End Sections 1 EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00

12 Flushed and Vibrated Sand Backfill 169 LF $5.00 $845.00 169 $845.00 $0.00 $845.00 $845.00 100.0% $0.00

13 Light-Type Stone Rip-Rap on Geotextile Liner 125 SY $100.00 $12,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,500.00

14 Standard Storm Sewer Manhole (5' Dia.) 1 SY $3,000.00 $3,000.00 3 $9,000.00 $0.00 $9,000.00 $9,000.00 300.0% -$6,000.00

15 Backyard Inlet (4' Dia.) 2 EA $3,500.00 $7,000.00 2 $7,000.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 $7,000.00 100.0% $0.00

16 Curb Inlet, Type 1-A (L=5',W=3') 1 EA $4,300.00 $4,300.00 1 $4,300.00 $0.00 $4,300.00 $4,300.00 100.0% $0.00

17 Curb Inlet, Type 1-A (L=10',W=4') 10 EA $6,000.00 $60,000.00 10 $60,000.00 $0.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00 100.0% $0.00

18 Seeding and Erosion Control 1 LS $1,340.00 $1,340.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,340.00

19 Site Clearing and Restoration 1 LS $18,500.00 $18,500.00 0.5 $9,250.00 $0.00 $9,250.00 $9,250.00 50.0% $9,250.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$213,585.00 $172,790.00 $172,790.00 $0.00 $172,790.00 80.9% $40,795.00Totals

Storm Water Drain

M

Item Contract Information
Estimated 

Quantity 

Installed

Value of Work 

Installed to 

Date

Materials Presently 

Stored (not in H)

Total Completed 

and Stored to Date 

(D + E)

%                                         

(F / B)                                  

Balance to Finish               

(B - F)Bid Item No. Description
Item 

Quantity
Units Unit Price

Harvest Point Phase 1 4

October 1, 2024 thru October 31, 2024 October 31, 2024

F G H K LI JCA B

WORK COMPLETED

From Previous 

Applications
This Period

ED

Total Value           

of Item ($)

EJCDC® C-620 Contractor's Application for Payment

© 2013 National Society of Professional Engineers for EJCDC.  All rights reserved.
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Progress Estimate - Unit Price Work Contractor's Application

For (Contract): Application Number:

Application Period: Application Date:

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

1 8" Water Line 3157 LF $65.00 $205,205.00 934 $60,710.00 $0.00 $60,710.00 $60,710.00 29.6% $144,495.00

2 8" DICL SJ Water Line Pipe 16 LF $70.00 $1,120.00 12 $840.00 $0.00 $840.00 $840.00 75.0% $280.00

3 12" DICL SJ Water Line Pipe 2 LF $550.00 $1,100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,100.00

4 8" Restrained Joint Water Line 60 LF $70.00 $4,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,200.00

5 Fire Hydrant Assembly 6 EA $5,300.00 $31,800.00 1 $5,300.00 $0.00 $5,300.00 $5,300.00 16.7% $26,500.00

6 8" Valve Assembly 7 EA $2,300.00 $16,100.00 4 $9,200.00 $0.00 $9,200.00 $9,200.00 57.1% $6,900.00

7 8" Anchor Valve Assembly 3 EA $2,500.00 $7,500.00 2 $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 66.7% $2,500.00

8 8" Anchor Valve Assembly (Special) 3 EA $2,500.00 $7,500.00 1 $2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 33.3% $5,000.00

9 Flushed and Vibrated Sand Backfill 190 LF $5.00 $950.00 42 $210.00 $0.00 $210.00 $210.00 22.1% $740.00

10 Relocate Existing 2" Rural Water Line 850 LF $0.12 $102.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $102.00

11 Seeding and Erosion Control 1 LS $2,679.00 $2,679.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,679.00

12 Site Clearing and Restoration 1 LS $2,700.00 $2,700.00 0.5 $1,350.00 $0.00 $1,350.00 $1,350.00 50.0% $1,350.00

$280,956.00 $85,110.00 $85,110.00 $0.00 $85,110.00 30.3% $195,846.00

Water Line 

Totals

Materials Presently 

Stored (not in H)

Total Completed 

and Stored to Date 

(D + E)

%  

(F / B)  

Item Contract Information

Unit Price
Total Value  

of Item ($)
Bid Item No. Description

Item 

Quantity
Units

Balance to Finish  

(B - F)

G H I J K L

From Previous 

Applications
This Period

Estimated 

Quantity 

Installed

Value of Work 

Installed to 

Date

WORK COMPLETED

Harvest Point Phase 1 4

October 1, 2024 thru October 31, 2024 October 31, 2024

A B C D E F M

EJCDC® C-620 Contractor's Application for Payment

© 2013 National Society of Professional Engineers for EJCDC.  All rights reserved.
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