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Copyright Statement

This document was prepared for the intended use of Associated Wholesale Grocers, Inc.,
and the City of Leavenworth, Kansas and for redevelopment of certain real estate
properties referenced within the report.

With the exception of the unlimited use by Associated Wholesale Grocers, Inc. and The City
of Leavenworth no part of this document may be reproduced, duplicated, or transmitted by
mechanical, digital, or other means without per Leavenworth in writing from Development
Initiatives. Development Initiatives retains all copyrights to the material located within this
document and the material located herein is subjected to the U.S. Copyright Law found in
the United States Code, Title 17, Chapter 1-13.

Limiting Conditions

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions contained herein are limited only by the
reported assumptions and limiting conditions and are Development Initiatives’ unbiased
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

Information provided and utilized by various secondary sources is assumed to be accurate.
Development Initiatives cannot guarantee information obtained from secondary sources.
Such information and the results of its application within this analysis are subject to change
without notice.

The nature of real estate development is unpredictable and often tumultuous.
Development Initiatives deems our projections as reasonable considering the existing
market and various obtained information. It should be understood that fluctuations in
local, regional, and/or national economies could have substantial effects on the particular
findings and recommendations contained within this document.
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July 18, 2020

Steve James

Associate General Counsel
Super Market Developers, Inc.
5000 Missouri Avenue

Kansas City, KS 66106

RE: Qualifications Study for: Price Chopper Tax Increment Financing Plan.
Dear Mr. James:

We are pleased to transmit this Qualifications Analysis Report that has been prepared for
your Price Chopper Tax Increment Financing Plan The purpose of this Report is to determine
whether this portion of the City is blighted, as defined according to K.S.A. 12-1770a, et seq.
(the “TIF Statute”). This analysis represents an accumulation of our findings based on
research and investigations performed as of the report’s effective date, July 18, 2020.

The Redevelopment Area is composed of one (1) parcel of land containing of 176,452
square feet or 4.05 acres. Presently, the Redevelopment Area is comprised of developed
land containing a grocery store and associated improvements.

Significant findings of the Qualifications Analysis are presented in the following report.
These findings are based on a review of documents and reports, interviews, field surveys,
and analyses conducted in early July 2020. The findings were evaluated, pursuant to
statutory definitions, below, according to K.S.A. 12-1770a, et seq. (the “TIF Statute”) and
this report documents our opinion whether or not a finding of blight is justified.

12-1770a (c)

“Blighted area" means an area which:
(1) Because of the presence of a majority of the following factors,
substantially impairs or arrests the development and growth of the
municipality or constitutes an economic or social liability or is a menace to
the public health, safety, morals or welfare in its present condition and use:
(A) A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures;
(B) predominance of defective or inadequate street layout;
(C) unsanitary or unsafe conditions;
(D) deterioration of site improvements;
(E) tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the fair market

value of the real property;
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(F) defective or unusual conditions of title including but not limited
to cloudy or defective titles, multiple or unknown ownership interests
to the property;

(G) improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses;

(H) the existence of conditions which endanger life or property by
fire or other causes; or

(1) conditions which create economic obsolescence; or

(2) has been identified by any state or federal environmental agency as
being environmentally contaminated to an extent that requires a remedial
investigation; feasibility study and remediation or other similar state or

federal action; or
(3) a majority of the property is a 100-year floodplain area; or
(4) previously was found by resolution of the governing body to be a slum or

a blighted area under K.S.A. 17-4742 et seq., and amendments thereto.

We have concluded that the Redevelopment District meets or exceeds the statutory
definition of a “blighted area” which is defined according to K.S.A. 12-1770a, et seq.. Please
feel free to contact us if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

=

James Potter, AICP, LEED GA

development initiatives
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Report Format

This Blight Study is presented in five sections and several Exhibits. Section | presents an
introduction to the analysis and scope. Section Il presents an overview of the project, a
definition of "blight," and the study methodology. Section lll presents a description of the
Redevelopment Area and an overview and description. Section IV provides information on
the development or redevelopment of the subject property. Section V defines the primary
categories of blight and documents conditions which are present within each category.
Finally Section VI provides a conclusion derived from research.
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Section |
Introduction

The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the proposed Redevelopment District, located
at 2107 South 4" Street, Leavenworth, Leavenworth County, Kansas, (the “Redevelopment
District”) is a “blighted area” according to K.S.A. 12-1770a, et seq. (the “TIF Statute”).

Effective Date of Report
The effective date of this blight study is July 18, 2020. Unless otherwise stated, all factors
pertinent to a determination of blight were considered as of that date.

Methodology

In determining whether the Redevelopment District is blighted pursuant to the statutory
definition, Development Initiatives first reviewed the surrounding area, particularly
reviewing trends. Following that a field survey of each region and sub-sector within the
Redevelopment District was completed. Then a field survey was completed existing
conditions of site, building, and public improvements and infrastructure. Finally, reports
and other documentation, provided by the Developer and the City of Leavenworth were
reviewed for pertinent data that substantiates a finding of blight. Finally a conclusion was
made and documented whether the Redevelopment District met or exceeded the
definitions of blight, pursuant to statutory definitions according to the TIF Statute.

Previous Blight Determinations
The subject property has not had any previous blight determination.
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Definitions

In determining whether the defined Redevelopment Area is “blighted,” we first must define
the term “blighted area.” For the purposes of this study, the definition found in K.S.A 12-
1770a(c) is utilized.

Under the Kansas TIF Statute, a blight determination requires an analysis of nine statutory
factors as applied to the property at issue. Each of the nine statutory criteria address
current uses and issues affecting the property, future uses and issues affecting the property,
or both:

e A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures;

e Predominance of defective or inadequate street layout;

e Unsanitary or unsafe conditions;

e Deterioration of site improvements;

e Tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the fair market value of the
real property;

e Defective or unusual conditions of title including but not limited to cloudy or
defective titles, multiple or unknown ownership interests to the property;

e Improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses;

e The existence of conditions which endanger life or property by fire or other causes;
Conditions which create economic obsolescence.

An analysis of these factors as applied to the property includes consideration of, among
other items, a City’s future land use plan, planned road and utility construction, and other
planning and economic development policies. In considering these issues in context with
the proposed development provides a framework to determine whether tax incentives
should be used to help finance redevelopment.
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Contributing Legal Findings

There have been numerous court cases which provide additional direction in the
consideration of blight. The following are several cases which have impacted the definition
of “blight”.

Schweig v. City of St. Louis. 569 S.W. 2d.215 (Mo.App. STL Redevelopment Area,
Division Three, 1978) held that just because an improved property is well maintained, it
does not mean that the property cannot be declared to be blighted by the local
municipality.

"Blight need not exist on every single parcel. State ex rel. U.S. Steel v. Koehr, 811
S.W.2d 385 (Mo. banc 1991); State ex rel. Atkinson v. Planned Indus. Expansion Auth.
of St. Louis, 517 S.W.2d 36, 47-48 (Mo. banc 1975); Schweig v. City of St. Louis, 569
S.W.2d 215 (Mo. App. 1978). In Parking Systems, Inc. v. Kansas City Downtown
Redevelopment Corp., 518 S.W.2d 11 (Mo. 1974), the Supreme Court approved a
declaration of blight on ground that was 49% vacant, 4% parking, and where 82% of
the improved portion was not deteriorated. A blighted area may include parcels not
blighted if inclusion is necessary to assemble a tract of sufficient size to attract
developers. Tierney v. Planned Indus. Expansion Authority of Kansas City, 742 S.W.2d
146 (Mo. banc 1978). Existing area may be expanded to include non-blighted parcels.
Id. Streets and parking lots may contribute to blight. Id.; see also Schweig, supra;
State ex rel. U.S. Steel v. Koehr, 811 S.W.2d 385 (Mo. banc 1991).

Allright Properties, Inc. v. Tax Increment Financing Commission of Kansas City, 240
S.\W.3d 777 (Mo.App. W.D. 2007) held that while the condemning authority is
required to "consider" individually each parcel, it is not obligated to find each parcel

to be blighted, and that "preponderance"” means that the total square footage of
blighted property is greater than the square footage of the area not blighted. The
court also held that the statute does not prevent the condemning authority from
using a blight study that is older than five years, but is prohibited from commencing
a condemnation action later than five years from the date of the ordinance finding
blight.™

! See Missouri Economic Development Law; White, Michael.


http://www.courts.mo.gov/courts/pubopinions.nsf/ccd96539c3fb13ce8625661f004bc7da/6f3a7dc99fe997d1862573b40066b3d1?OpenDocument&Highlight=0,WD68406
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Section Il

Area Overview and Description

Area Description

The greater Kansas City Metropolitan Area is home to over 2.5 million people, Kansas City
MSA is a bi-state region including the Kansas City, MO-KS, Lawrence, KS, St. Joseph, MO,
and Topeka, KS metropolitan areas, as well as adjacent non-metro counties that include the
cities of Warrensburg and Chillicothe, MO, and Atchison, KS®. Leavenworth is a city in
Leavenworth County, Kansas, United States, and part of the Kansas City Metropolitan Area.
The City of Leavenworth has a population of approximately 36,062 (2018).
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Figure 1 - Greater Kansas City Metropolitan Area.

2 Kansas City Area Development Council (KCADC).
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Figure 2 - City of Leavenworth, Kansas. General Location of Redevelopment Area identified
(Courtesy Google Maps).
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Figure 3 - Neighborhood Location of Redevelopment Area. Courtesy Google Maps.
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Section Il

Redevelopment Area Information

Redevelopment Area Overview

The Redevelopment Area is located at 2107 South 4t Street, Leavenworth, Leavenworth
County, Kansas. The Redevelopment Area is composed of one (1) property parcel
containing of 176,452 square feet or 4.05 acres. Presently, the Redevelopment Area is
comprised of developed land. The existing zoning is GBD- General Business District.

Access

General access to the Redevelopment Area is via South 4™ Street (Highway 73), immediately
west of the Redevelopment Area. All service functions (store deliveries, etc.) are located at
the southeast and north portions of the facility. Loading docks are located at both
locations.

Existing Improvement Description

There is an existing Price Chopper grocery store, approximately 56,636 sq. feet in size
located within the Redevelopment Area. The store contains all expected grocery retail
functions, including pharmacy, bakery, florist, and deli. A vacant tenant space (former
retail liquor store) is present at the southwest corner of the subject building. The remaining
areas of the property are improved with asphalt-paved parking lots and associated
landscaped islands. Adjoining properties have historically consisted of landfill to the
north/northeast prior to 1970, auto salvage adjoining to the east and various automotive
repair facilities to the northeast (City of Leavenworth Garage/Leavenworth Service Center)
and south across Marion Street.

11
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Figure 4 - Aerial view of Redevelopment Area.

Courtesy Leavenworth County Appraisers Office.
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Photo 1 — 2107 South 4" Street, Leavenworth, Kansas. Image looking southeast.
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/.

Photo 3 - Typical view of store interior.
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Ownership Information

Leavenworth County Assessor Office identifies one owner of the Redevelopment Area.

Figure 6 - Property Plat Map. Courtesy Leavenworth County Assessor.

Lot Number Owner SF Acres

052-101-01-0-40-02-003.02-0 Super Market Developers 176,452 4.05
5000 Kansas Ave.
Kansas City, KS 66106

TOTAL 176,452 4.05

Table 1- Ownership and Lot size within Redevelopment Area.

Zoning

The existing zoning classification for the subject property is GBD: General Business District.
It is our understanding that no zoning modifications will be required as part of this
Redevelopment Project.

16
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Utilities
All utilities are available to the area surrounding the Redevelopment Area including water,

sewers, storm water, natural gas, cable, and electricity. All utilities are provided by the
following utility providers:

UTILITIES PROVIDER

Electric Evergy

Natural Gas Kansas Gas Service
Sewer City of Leavenworth
Water City of Leavenworth
Stormwater City of Leavenworth
Cable Various

Trash City of Leavenworth

Table 2 - Redevelopment Area Utility Providers.

Flood Zone Information

The Redevelopment Area is currently not located within a flood zone as defined by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map identified on
Map No.: 20103C0141G bearing on effective date of July 16, 2005.

However, immediately east of the subject property Five Mile Creek appears to have some
flooding occurrences according to FEMA. Recent flooding events have pushed flood waters
to the subject property boundaries, but have not impacted the subject building.

18
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Easements

Development Initiatives was not provided with a title report for the subject property.
However, based on Parcel Survey Map obtained from the Leavenworth County Appraisers
Office, there appears to be a significant amount of easements crossing the Redevelopment

Area.
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Figure 9 - Easement Map. Courtesy Leavenworth County Appraisers Office.
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Environmental

Development Initiatives was provided with a Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessment completed by Environmental Works in September and November of 2019,
respectively. The Assessment did identify environmental conditions which have impacted
the Redevelopment Area. These include:
e Operation of an automotive salvage yard within close proximity to the site.
e Operation of a landfill prior to environmental regulation within close proximity to
the site.
e Proximity and history of non-compliance and dumping of solvents on the north
adjoining Great Western Manufacturing Company property.
e Proximity and history of non-compliance of the north adjoining former Leavenworth
City Garage.

Based on these conditions, Environmental Works installed seven (7) soil borings and five (5)
temporary groundwater monitoring wells and collected eight (8) soil and five (5)
groundwater samples for laboratory analysis. Additionally, three (3) temporary soil gas
wells were installed and three (3) soil gas samples were collected for laboratory analysis.
The potential contaminants of concern (COC) evaluated during this assessment included
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH)-low-range
hydrocarbons (LRH), TPH-high-range hydrocarbons (HRH) and mid-range hydrocarbons
(MRH), and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 8 metals.*

Analytical results were compared to the Kansas Department of Health and Environment
(KDHE), US Geological Survey (USGS), and US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
standards for groundwater, soil and gas concentration limits.
Soil.  Soiling sampling did reveal elevated concentrations for lead above
acceptable levels. Soil samples also contained concentrations of Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons (TPHs) and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act * Metals (RCRA)
metals above laboratory reporting limits, but below acceptable limits.

Groundwater. Groundwater samples also contained elevated concentrations of TPH-
HRH and Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC2), 5-dinitrotoluene. Dissolved
RCRA metal arsenic, TPH-MRH (mid-range hydrocarbons), volatile organic
compounds (VOC), SVOC, TPH were also noted.

* Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, Environmental Works, November 6, 2019.
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Soil Gas. Soil gas samples collected contained VOC chloroform at
concentrations above the EPA Target Concentration for Residential Exterior Soil Gas,
but below the Commercial comparison value. Several additional VOCs were
detected in the soil gas samples at concentrations above the laboratory reporting
limits, but below their respective EPA comparison values.

Based on a review of results from the Phase Il ESA, petroleum impacts were detected in
shallow soil and concentrations of metals and semi-volatile compounds were detected in
groundwater along the northeast portion of the Site. These impacts were potentially
attributed to nearby industrial uses.

As the result of these investigations, the property applied for and received a Certificate of
Environmental Liability Release (CELR) through KDHE in December of 2019.

22
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Assessed Valuation

The following data was obtained from the Leavenworth County Assessor’s Office and shows
the Assessor's calculation of the assessed value for the property parcel within the
Redevelopment Area. All property is anticipated to be re-assessed in odd-numbered years,
except new construction (including remodeling) which can be assessed in any year.

The current valuation of the parcel was done in 2019 by the Leavenworth County Assessor’s
Office, and shows an assessed value of $561,750. The following table shows a slight
increase in assessed value of the subject property since 2015. Data prior to 2015 was not

available.
Assessed Valuation
2015 - 2019

$700,000

$600,000

$500,000

$400,000
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$200,000
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$0 T T T T
2019 2018 2017 2016 2015

Table 3 — Parcel Full Market Assessed Value. Courtesy Leavenworth County Assessor.
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Section IV
Proposed Improvements

The existing grocery store building that was built in 1990 (30+ years ago) will be
redeveloped and expanded. As of the issuance of this report, finalized site and building
plans were not available. This includes both on-site and off-site improvements. It is
estimated that total project costs for the facility renovation will be approximately
$12,000,000. Proposed improvements consist of interior renovation and modernization,
replacement of equipment, facade and signage improvements, landscaping, parking lot
resurfacing and new lighting.

Please refer to the actual TIF Plan for further detail.

24
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Section V

Determination of the Redevelopment Area Conditions

Significant findings of the Blight Analysis are presented in the following discussion. These
findings are based on a review of documents and reports, interviews, field surveys, and
analyses conducted in July of 2020.

This Section discusses the Redevelopment Area in regards to K.S.A. 12-1770a(c). In
determining whether the defined Redevelopment Area is “blighted”, we first must define
the term “blighted area”. For the purposes of this study, we analyzed the Redevelopment
Area in terms of the definition included in K.S.A. 12-1770a (c):

“Blighted area" means an area which:
(1) Because of the presence of a majority of the following factors, substantially
impairs or arrests the development and growth of the municipality or constitutes an
economic or social liability or is a menace to the public health, safety, morals or
welfare in its present condition and use:
(A) A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures;
(B) predominance of defective or inadequate street layout;
(C) unsanitary or unsafe conditions;
(D) deterioration of site improvements;
(E) tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the fair market value
of the real property;
(F) defective or unusual conditions of title including but not limited to
cloudy or defective titles, multiple or unknown ownership interests to the
property;
(G) improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses;
(H) the existence of conditions which endanger life or property by fire or
other causes; or

(I) conditions which create economic obsolescence; or
(2) has been identified by any state or federal environmental agency as being

environmentally contaminated to an extent that requires a remedial investigation;

feasibility study and remediation or other similar state or federal action; or

25
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(3) a majority of the property is a 100-year floodplain area; or

(4) previously was found by resolution of the governing body to be a slum or a

blighted area under K.S.A. 17-4742 et seq., and amendments thereto.

So essentially, under the State of Kansas Statues, pursuant to K.S.A. 12-1770a, et seq., a
“Blighted Area” is an area that passes one or more of the following four tests.

Test #1- Predominance of Factors- Each of the factors set forth under K.S.A. 12-1770a (c)(1)
the Kansas TIF Statute has been considered in this analysis and six of the nine factors are
found to be present. See following Table 4 for summary matrix.
or
Test #2 - Has been identified by any state or federal environmental agency as being
environmentally contaminated to an extent that requires a remedial investigation;
feasibility study and remediation or other similar state or federal action.
It should be noted that the property has extensive soil and ground water
contamination which have been attributed to surrounding land uses. The property
has been investigated and is being monitored by the Kansas Department of Health
and Environment (KDHE).
or
Test #3 - A majority of the property is a 100-year floodplain area; or

or

Test #4 - Previously was found by resolution of the governing body to be a slum or a
blighted area under K.S.A. 17-4742 et seq., and amendments thereto.
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Table 4 - Summary of Predominance of Factors.

substantially impairs

constitutes an

is @ menace to

or arrests the economic or the public health,
development and social liability | safety, morals or
rowth of the welfare in its
Factors I - d . d it
municipality present condition
and use
(A) A substantial number of deteriorated
. . YES X X
or deteriorating structures
(B) Predominance of defective or .
inadequate street layout;
(C) Unsanitary or unsafe conditions; NO
(D) Deterioration of site improvements; | YES X X
(E) Tax or special assessment
delinquency exceeding the fair market NO
value of the real property;
(F) Defective or unusual conditions of
title including but not limited to cloudy S X
or defective titles, multiple or unknown
ownership interests to the property;
(G) Improper subdivision or obsolete
. YES X X
platting or land uses;
(H) The existence of conditions which
endanger life or property by fire or other | YES X X
causes; or
(I) Conditions which create economic
obsolescence; or YES X X
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Test #1 Predominance of Factors

Factor A: A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures

Existing improvements to the site (i.e. the grocery store) are approximately 30 years old and
entirely original to the property. Typical deterioration of improvements with limited capital
improvements is observable.

Due to the age and current condition of buildings located within the Redevelopment Area, it
is anticipated that many improvements within the area are nearing the end of their useful
life expectancy and in need of renovation. It should also be noted that it appears that
limited operations and maintenance activities have occurred on many improvements within
the Redevelopment Area. Underutilization of the improvements, and more importantly
facility obsolescence, have contributed to a series of deteriorating conditions in the Price
Chopper Building. These conditions which contribute to functional obsolescence within the
area include:

e Existing size and footprint of the building, not possible to expand the depth of the
building.

e Expensive infrastructure like refrigeration and HVAC systems which are at the end of
their life expectancy and not as efficient as modern equipment.

e Changing needs of grocery shoppers, needing more amenities and services.

e Creating a more efficient store layout to maximize shopper’s experience.

Presently, the physical condition of site improvements within the Redevelopment Area is
estimated to range from average to poor. This is largely based on site inspection activities.

Based on the preceding analysis, it is our opinion that the Redevelopment Area exhibits
conditions which can reasonably conclude that deterioration of improvement exists and
contributes to the finding of blight and is prevalent within the Redevelopment Area.

e HVAC and refrigeration equipment within the Price Chopper is original equipment and
while maintained is not efficient and are in need of replacement.

e Deteriorated building envelope systems (roof systems, flashing systems, windows and
doors) which have become and are becoming compromised. The roof of structure,
while appearing sufficient, is nearing its end of life cycle and showing signs of general
wear and tear. Metal roofing systems on portions of the facility have experienced
leaking incidents and show signs of obvious short-term repair.
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e Deteriorated sidewalk and curb/gutter, surface parking areas and drive isles.

e Deterioration of surface parking paving systems. It appears that much of the parking
and drive lanes for commercial properties within the Planning Area is deteriorated.
Parking striping is also nonexistent in the majority of locations. It appears that minimal
maintenance has occurred throughout the Redevelopment Area.

These functional deficiencies demonstrate the deterioration of site improvements
contributing to outmoded design, obsolescence and statutory blight. Additionally, presence
of these conditions is an economic and social liability. Deterioration of site improvements
becomes an economic liability when a property is not producing the maximum economic
benefit to the community, such as the ability to pay real property taxes, but requires
greater public expenses, such as fire, police and nuisance code violation inspections.

Also, please note additional images of existing conditions of the property in Exhibit C —
Photo Log.
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Photo 1- 2107 S. 4™ Street, Leavenworth. Eastern facade.

Photo 2 — Rooftop mounted compressor units, original to the structure.
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Photo 3 —Typical view of TPO (Thermoplastic Polyolefin) Roof material. Material appears to
be in fair condition; however numerous locations of patching were noted. Typical lifespan
of TPO roofing material is 22-30 years in duration.

e Jinton S

Photo 4 — Typical roof top units (RTU’s). Actual age was not determined, but all units
appear to be original to the structure.
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(A
Photo 5 - Expensive infrastructure like refrigeration and HVAC are in place, and are at the
end of their life expectancy, and not as efficient as modern equipment.

&
Yo

- 2 |

Photo 6 — All compressors are original to the construction of the building in 1990, and
several have been abandoned in place.
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Factor B: Predominance of defective or inadequate street layout

There are specific conditions that can be used to determine whether a Redevelopment Area
is blighted based on Defective or Inadequate Street Layout. Generally these conditions can
be described as external accessibility issues to and from the facility, internal ingress/egress
issues throughout the facility or inadequate general access.

While items with internal circulation and access were noted during the
site inspection, it is our opinion that the threshold of defective or
Inadequate Street Layout has not been met.

Factor C: Unsanitary or Unsafe Conditions.

Conditions typically associated with a finding of blight under insanitary of unsafe conditions
include the existence of trash, debris, weeds or overgrowth, poorly lit areas, graffiti, or any
other conditions believed to be generally unsafe to either property or person.

During our on-site investigations and field surveys, numerous conditions were observed
within the Redevelopment Area which supported deterioration of site improvements, but
no conditions were noted which indicated insanitary or unsafe conditions.

It is our opinion that the subject property does not exhibit unsafe or unsanitary conditions
to either property, personnel or users who utilize the facility.

Based on the preceding observations, it is our opinion that the threshold of
“Unsanitary or Unsafe Conditions” has not been met.

Factor D: Deterioration of Site Improvements

Originally constructed in 1990, the grocery facility is currently in fair condition, but showing
age in many regards. These include, but may not be limited to:

e Damaged or missing wall materials.

e Damaged, deteriorated or stained ceiling materials.
e Damaged or deteriorated flooring material.

e Damaged facade elements.

e Extremely dirty HVAC components.

e Unscreened exterior storage areas.

e Deteriorated surface drive lanes and parking lanes.
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Due to the age and current condition of improvements within the Redevelopment Area, it is
anticipated that many improvements within the area are nearing the end of their useful life
expectancy and in need of renovation. It should also be noted that it appears that limited
operations and maintenance activities have occurred on many facilities within the
Redevelopment Area. Since its construction, it appears that minimal property repairs and
maintenance have occurred. In fact, currently there is no Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) Program in place to guide annual property repair and replacement activities.

Underutilization of the improvements, and more importantly facility obsolescence, have
contributed to a series of deteriorating conditions within the building. Conditions which
contribute to functional obsolescence within the area include:

e Existing size and footprint of the building, minimizing efficient retail layout.

e Expensive infrastructure like refrigeration and HVAC are at the end of their life
expectancy and not as efficient as modern equipment. This can also contribute to
an increased annual operating cost, further minimizing operations of the facility.

e Deteriorated building envelope systems (roof systems, flashing systems, inefficient
windows and doors) which have become and are becoming compromised. While in
fair condition, the roof of facility is nearing its end of life cycle. Scattered roof
repairs were noted during inspection.

e Deteriorated sidewalk and curb/gutter, surface parking areas and drive isles.

e Scattered deterioration of surface parking paving systems. It appears that scattered
locations of parking and drive lanes, while in fair condition, is showing signs of age
and ongoing deterioration. Scattered pot-hole locations were observable as well as
fading striping. It appears that minimal maintenance has occurred throughout the
Redevelopment Area.

Presently, the physical condition of site improvements within the Planning Area is estimated
to be average but declining. This is largely based on site inspection activities.
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Physical Condition

Excellent Good Average Poor Very Poor

General Appearance Extremely attractive and highly Quite attractive and desirable )mewhat attractive and Rather unattractive Undesirable

gesirable ges

Building Services n, proper & adeguate Proper & adeguate Functional Barelyusable Antiguated; possibly unusable

Extent of Deterioration None, perfect, like-new Some minor deteriorationis visible Showing signs of normal wear and Deterioration s very noticeable Structural defe:
g5ig

tear approaching un

health hazard

Degree of Usefulness As originallyintended As originallyintended Income property, leased, year-to-
year, seldom vacant between lessees

Occupancy Occupied by original owner Has been occupied by 2 or 3 owners Occupied by lessor; owner off-site

3t mo:
Maintenance & Repairs Owner has developed a preventive Owner addresses most maintenance Mostly untended None

schedule, and | andrepair situations before they ther repairs or

become majorissues replacesi

Replacements/Renovations Replacements and renovations are Items are replaced or renovated on Replacements and renovations are None
e 1ade nearthe end of | anas-needed basis only made 3s 3 lastresort only

Housekeeping cleaned; things | Occasion cleaning primarily for Infrequent, light cleaning None

cerly. appearance-sake

Table 5 - Physical Condition Table Source: Marshall & Swift.

These functional deficiencies demonstrate the deterioration of site improvements
contributing to outmoded design, obsolescence and meet the statutory definition of blight.
Additionally, presence of these conditions is an economic liability. Deterioration of site
improvements becomes an economic liability when a property is not producing the
maximum economic benefit to the community, such as the ability to pay real property
taxes, but requires greater public expenses, such as fire, police and nuisance code violation
inspections. This is certainly evident based on the steady decline in assessed valuation
data.

Based on the preceding analysis, it is our opinion that the Redevelopment
Area exhibits conditions which can reasonably conclude that deterioration of
improvement exists and contributes to the finding of blight and is prevalent

within the Redevelopment Area.

Also, please note additional images of existing conditions of the property in Exhibit C —
Photo Log.
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Photo 8 — Vacant, out-of-service former deli at front of store. According to management,
the deli has been vacant for 2 years.
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Photo 9 — Out-of-service air-conditioning compressor located east of the closed liquor store.
According to management, the store has been closed and mothballed since 2015.

22

Photo 10 — Unmaint

S g

ained parking island.
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Factor E: Tax or special assessment delinquency exceeding the fair market
value of the real property

There are no tax or special assessment delinquency issues which are impacting the
subject property at this time. It is our opinion that the threshold of this factor has
not been met.

Factor F: Defective or unusual conditions of title including but not limited to
cloudy or defective titles, multiple or unknown ownership interests to the
property

Presently, the site suffers from the following encroachments which impact the viability of
ownership interests of the property. As referenced in the accompanying survey exhibits,

these include:

e South edge of the building crosses over the 25 foot setback line;
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Figure 10 - Southern building encroachment.
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e Subject property has multiple utility easements within its boundaries;
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e Portions of the existing structure are within a construction easement.
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e East edge of the building crosses over the 25 foot setback line.
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Figure 13 - Encroachment issue, eastern setback.

Based on these issues, it is our opinion that there are unusual or defective

conditions which impact the property title or ownership interests in this case. It is
our opinion that the threshold in this case has been met.
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Factor G: Improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses

There are specific conditions that can be used to determine whether a Redevelopment Area
is blighted based on improper subdivision or obsolete platting. Generally these conditions
can be described as faulty lot shape and/or layout, inadequate lot size, poor access,
conformity of use or some other issues which impacts the property usage literally or
economically.

Presently, as constructed the subject facility is under parked from both a market
perspective and a City code requirement perspective. This issue has existed since the
original construction of the property in 1990. To alleviate this problem, adjoining parking to
the north has been leased under a 50 year land lease. This lease provides approximately 80
additional parking spaces to the property.

The subject property has approximately 200 surface parking

Parking Ratio: spaces along the western portion of the site. Standard parking

Parking ratios are calculated by ratios for grocery establishments require a parking ratio of 5:1.

dividing the total rentable square This would equate to 280 total spaces for the subject property.

footage of a building by the So from a market perspective the store is under parked.

buildings total number of parking
spaces. This provides the amount According to Article 5 of the Leavenworth Code of Ordinances,

of rentable square feet per each parking required for the subject property is 1 per 200 square

individual parking space, and is feet. This would equate to 283 parking spaces.

typically expressed as 1 parking

space per 200 square feet or 5

) Under both scenarios the subject property is under parked.
parking spaces per 1,000 square

feet.
If you add in the additional 80 spaces under lease to the north,

A 5:1 parking ratio would indicate
5 parking spaces per 1,000 square
feet of structure.

A 4:1 parking ratio would indicate
4 parking spaces per 1,000 square
feet of structure.

total parking count changes to approximately 280 spaces
available for shoppers and employees. So even with the
available land lease for parking, the subject property is still
slightly under parked according to market requirements as well
as City Code requirements.
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Flgure 14 - Site Plan. Courtesy Google Maps. Parking locations.

Considering all parking issues, it appears that the subject property has
historically been under parked. It is our opinion that this condition
contributes to a finding of improper subdivision or obsolete platting. It is
also our opinion that the threshold of this standard has been met.
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Factor H: Existence of Conditions which endanger life or property by fire or
other causes

There are specific conditions that can be used to determine whether a Redevelopment Area
is blighted based on the Existence of Conditions which Endanger Life or Property by Fire or
Other Causes. Generally these conditions can be described as hazardous conditions which
effect personal health or property endangerment.

One specific impact to property is environmental impact.  As we’ve previously stated, the
subject property is negatively impacted by historical uses from surrounding properties.
Historical surrounding land uses have impacted the ground and ground-water below the
subject facility.

Based on a review of results from the Phase Il ESA, petroleum impacts were detected in
shallow soil and concentrations of metals and semi-volatile compounds were detected in
groundwater along the northeast portion of the Site. These impacts were potentially
attributed to nearby industrial uses.

As the result of these investigations, the property applied for and received a Certificate of
Environmental Liability Release (CELR) through KDHE in December of 2019.

While these conditions negatively impact the property, we don’t think they would endanger
life or individuals who utilize the property in any way.

Based on the preceding observations, it is our opinion that the
Redevelopment Area does exhibit conditions which can reasonably
conclude that the “Existence of Conditions which endanger property by or
other causes” has occurred .
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Factor I: Conditions which create economic obsolescence

Due to the economic obsolescence caused by the blight components described in the
factors above, development of the Redevelopment Area is not likely to occur without TIF
assistance.

The changing nature of retail and spending habits and needs of consumers create economic
obsolesces of older retail centers and grocery stores. Because of the age of the mechanical
components and the layout of the existing building, it is necessary to renovate the existing
grocery store.  As previously noted above, eliminating the Redevelopment Area’s blight
condition will in turn eliminate the Study Area’s economic obsolescence, which would
increase annual sales taxes in the Redevelopment District by approximately $3,692,000 per
year. This is in addition of any increase in annual real property tax revenue.

Additionally, current appraised value is projected at $1,250,000. That is estimated to
increase to $1,658,688 by year 20 of the TIF Plan. This is an estimated 24.63% increase or
1.23% per year.

Table 6 - Projected Economic Impact.

Appraised Yalue Assessed Appraised Yalue Current Base =
p(pS(abnllzed) Yalue pp[Cunenl] Assessed Yalue Cozent Sales Frojeoted Sales
2107 S. 4th St
Leavenworth, KS $5,000,000 $1,250,000 $2,103.300 $651,750 $13,000,000 $16,692,000
$5.000,000 $1.250.000 $2.103,300 $651,750 $13,000,000 $16,692,000
Commercial Assessment: 26%
Base Assessed Projscted d Projected Sales Taz City Sales Taz Total TIF
Assessed Projected Sales
Yalue Value Increment Increase Increment Revenue
1 $651.750 $1,250,000 $16,692,000 $3,692,000 $36,920 $7759
2 $651.750 $1,268750 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $80,023
3 $651.750 $1287.781 $16,632,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $82.491
4 $651,750 $1,307,098 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $84,997
5 $651.750 $1326,704 $16,632,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $87.540
6 $651,750 $1.246. 605 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $30,121
7 $651,750 $1,366,804 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $392,740
8 $651.750 $1,387 308 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $95,399
9 $651.750 $1,408,116 $16,652,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $98,098
10 $651,750 $1.429,237 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $100,838
n $651,750 $1450676 $16,692,000 $3,692,000 $36,920 $103,618
12 $651,750 $1472436 $16,692,000 $3,692,000 $36,920 $106,441
13 $651.750 $1,494 523 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $109,305
14 $651.750 $1516,941 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $112,.213
15 $651,750 $1539,695 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $115,164
16 $661.750 $1.562,790 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $118,153
17 $651.750 $1586,232 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $121,200
18 $651.750 $1,610,0256 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $124,2685
19 $651,750 $1634,176 $16,692,000 $3.692,000 $36,920 $127 418
20 $651,750 $1658688 $16,692,000 $3.,692,000 $36,920 $130,587
TOTALS $738.400 $2.058,237
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This analysis clearly shows that the Redevelopment District is an economic liability to the
City and local taxing jurisdictions due to its inability pay taxes at a higher rate, based on the
highest and best use of the property. If development occurs through the use of public
incentives (tax abatement and special assessments), a substantial gain in revenue to the
local taxing jurisdictions is expected to occur. The current lack of revenue from such a large
parcel substantially impairs development and growth of the municipality.

Based on the preceding observations, it is our opinion that the
Redevelopment Area does exhibit conditions which can reasonably
conclude that the “Conditions are present which create an economic
obsolescence”.
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Test #2- Environmental

The Redevelopment District has been identified by the Kansas Department of Health and
Environment (KDHE) as being environmentally contaminated to an extent that requires a
remedial investigation; feasibility study and remediation or other similar state or federal
action. As previously mentioned, numerous historical surrounding land uses have impacted
the ground and ground-water below the subject facility.

Based on a review of results from the Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments,
petroleum impacts were detected in shallow soil and concentrations of metals and semi-
volatile compounds were detected in groundwater along the northeast portion of the Site.
These impacts are attributed to industrial uses on adjacent surrounding properties.

As the result of these investigations, the property applied for and received a Certificate of
Environmental Liability Release (CELR) through KDHE in December of 2019.

It is also reported that the adjacent property to the north has entered the “Voluntary Clean-
Up Program (VCPRP)” through KDHE which also would impact the subject property. So it is
clear that the State of Kansas has taken action, not only with the subject property (the
CELR), but with a neighboring, adjacent property (VCPRP).

Based on the preceding observations, it is our opinion that the
Redevelopment Area does exhibit conditions which can reasonably
conclude that significant “Environmental” issues are present and those
conditions have impacted the site and Redevelopment Area.

Test #3- Floodplain

As previously mentioned, The Redevelopment Area is currently not located within a flood
zone as defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Program. However, immediately east of the subject property Five Mile Creek appears to
have some flooding occurrences according to FEMA. Recent flooding events have pushed
flood waters to the subject property boundaries, but have not impacted the subject
building.

It is our opinion that there are no floodplain issues which are impacting the subject
property at this time. It is our opinion that the threshold of this factor has not
been met.
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Test #4- Previous Finding of Slum or Blight

No portions of the Redevelopment District have previously been found by resolution of the

governing body to be a slum or a blighted area under K.S.A. 17-4742 et seq., and
amendments thereto.
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SECTION VI: Conclusion

The preceding analysis indicates that the Redevelopment Area contains numerous outdated
and deteriorated improvements which do not permit the area to be utilized to its full
potential. While the significant portion of the facility is cosmetically satisfactory in the more
public areas, the facility shows numerous examples of physical deterioration when it comes
to various building components and back-of-house functions. Without improvements, it
could be expected that the current trend of a decline in property building components
would occur and potentially effect the taxable valuation of the facility in a negative way.

The preceding analysis indicates that the Redevelopment Area suffers from a predominance
of blighting factors. These six factors include;

e A substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures;

e Deterioration of site improvements;

e Defective or unusual conditions of title or defective title;

e Improper subdivision or obsolete platting or land uses;

e Existence of conditions which endanger property by other causes;

e Conditions which create economic obsolescence.

These conditions have caused the Redevelopment District to contribute to the following
three outcomes.

e Substantially impairs or arrests the development and growth of the municipality;

e Constitutes an economic or social liability.

Benefits from Tax Increment Financing can promote new investment within the
Redevelopment Area and can increase economic utilization and generate significantly
increased tax revenue and jobs, and remediate many of the blighting conditions which may
burden the area. This analysis clearly shows that the Redevelopment Area is an economic
liability to the City and local taxing jurisdictions due to its inability pay taxes at a higher rate,
based on the highest and best use of the property. If development occurs through the use
of public incentives (tax abatement and special assessments), a substantial gain in revenue
to the local taxing jurisdictions is expected to occur. The current lack of revenue from such
a large parcel substantially impairs development and growth of the area and potentially the
municipality overall.

As a result of the factors discussed above, it is our opinion that according to K.S.A 12-
1770a(c), the Redevelopment Area as a whole meets the definition of a “blighted area”.
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Table 7 - Summary of Factors.

substantially impairs

constitutes an

is a menace to

or arrests the economic or the public health,
development and social liability | safety, morals or
growth of the welfare in its
Factors L oy
municipality present condition
and use
(A) A substantial number of deteriorated
. . YES X X
or deteriorating structures
(B) Predominance of defective or 5
inadequate street layout;
(C) Unsanitary or unsafe conditions; NO
(D) Deterioration of site improvements; | YES X X
(E) Tax or special assessment
delinquency exceeding the fair market NO
value of the real property;
(F) Defective or unusual conditions of
title including but not limited to cloudy S X
or defective titles, multiple or unknown
ownership interests to the property;
(G) Improper subdivision or obsolete
) YES X X
platting or land uses;
(H) The existence of conditions which
endanger life or property by fire or other | YES X X
causes; or
(I) Conditions which create economic
obsolescence; or YES X X
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Exhibit A: Ownership Information

Legal Description (Courtesy Leavenworth County Assessor).

BALL'S SUB REPLAT, S01, T09, R22E, ACRES 4.02, LT 1 BALLS SUB RPLT
LESS TR BEG NW COR LT 2, N10'(S), E147.7', S160'(S), W30', N100'(S),
W20'(S), N50'(S), W TO POB Plat Book/Page 12 /16 Deed Book/Page
0689/0729 0656/1409 0640/0804 0640/0803 0640/0558 0640/0556

0640/0555 0586/1967 0586/1592 0586/0771

Market Devel Inc.
2107 South 4th Street | 1Per Market Developers, Inc

BALL'S SUB REPLAT, S01, T09, R22E, ACRES 4.02, LT 1
BALLS SUB RPLT LESS TR BEG NW COR LT 2, N10'(S),

052-101-01-0-40-02-003.02-0 Leavenworth, KS 66048 5000 Kan'sas Ave. 176,452 E147.7',5160'(S), W30', N100'(S), W20'(S), N50'(S), W
Kansas City, KS 66106 TO POB Plat Book/Page 12 /16 Deed Book/Page
0689/0729 0656/1409 0640/0804 0640/0803
0640/0558 0640/0556 0640/0555 0586/1967
0586/1592 0586/0771
Total SF: 176,452
Total Acreage: 4.05

Total Parcels:
Total Owners:

1
1
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Exhibit B: Property Inspection Sheet

‘ Property / Facility Inspection Form Tract1 ‘
Date: 2/21/20 Inspector: JPotter
City: Leavenworth, MO Project/Survey Price Chopper Tax
Area: Increment Financing Plan
Address: 2107 S. 4™ Street Parcel Number: 052-101-01-0-40-02-
Leavenworth, KS 003.02-0
Building Use:  single-story grocery Building Material:  Steel/Masonry
Is Property X | Yes No Property Size: 4.05 acres
improved: 176,452 ( square feet)
Basement: Yes X | No # of Stories: 1

-21 07 South 4

Starbucks

Takeout

o ()
: Lakeis’Auto Salvagd
& Advance Auto Parts 3

WA Auto parts store

Factors Factor Comment
Present

Substantial number of deteriorated or Yes Facility constructed in 1990. All building

deteriorating structures components are original to site. No
capital improvement program available.

Defective or Inadequate Street Layout No

Unsanitary or Unsafe Conditions No

Deterioration of Site Improvements Yes All improvements to property are original

construction. Construction date of 2002-
2003. All elements showing general wear
and deterioration.
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Factors Factor Comment
Present

Tax or Special assessment delinquency No

Defective Title conditions Yes Reported that multiple encroachment issues
are present at the property.

Improper Subdivision or Obsolete Platting Yes Store presently under parked and relies
on additional parking lease to north.

Conditions which endanger life or Yes Significant environmental issues

property, by fire and other causes. impacting the subject property.
Groundwater and soil contamination
from adjacent properties impacting site.

Conditions which constitute an economic Yes Site and structure deterioration is an

obsolescence economic burden to the ongoing
economic viability to the property.
Substantially decreased assessed and
market valuations since 2006 of the
property have shown that.

Environmentally contaminated conditions Yes Significant environmental issues
impacting the subject property.
Groundwater and soil contamination
from adjacent properties impacting site.

Located in a 100-year floodplain No

Previously found blighted No

Inspection Notes: While the facility appears in fair condition to the eye, closer inspection of
building components indicate general deterioration of many building components. All
elements are original construction with little to no improvements in the last 30 years.
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Exhibit C: Supplemental Photo Log

The following supplemental photograph log (not included in report) presents a review of
the property within the proposed Redevelopment Area. Photos include images of property
condition, infrastructure condition, and surrounding adjacent property. All photos were
taken on July 6, 2020 approximately 9:30 a.m. by Development Initiatives staff.

Photo 11 = 2107 S. 4" Street, Leavenworth. Primary facade, image looking east.
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Photo 12 — Primary vehicular entry off South 4™ Street. Photo looking west.
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Photo 13 — Interior, pharmacy location. Finishes typical of customer “front-of-house”
areas.
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Photo 14 — “Back-of-house” storage and service areas.
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Photo 15 — “Back-of-house” storage and service areas.
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Photo 16 — Mechanical compressor room.
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Photo 17 — Mechanical compressor room. Cooler refrigerant motor. Note: Upon site
inspection we did note several out of service motors abandoned in place.
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Photo 18 — Typical view of TPO roofing material. Roof appears to be adequately
draining, all gutters and downspouts (majority) functioning property. Several locations
were noted where roofing material had been previously patched.
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Photo 19 — Metal roof over norther loading dock and bakery. This portion of the roof

appears to have been patched in numerous locations (with a reported roof leak in the

bakery). Drainage does not appear sufficient with several locations of standing water
residue present.
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Photo 20 — Metal roof patch locations above store bakery.
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Photo 21 — Damaged/deteriorating roof-mounted vent hood.
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Photo 22 — View of northern parking area (land-lease). Image looking north.
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.

X

Photo 23 — View east across 3™ Street. Eastern adjacent property contains auto salvage
operations.
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Photo 24 — Damaged roof drain, south side of building.
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LR

Photo 25 — Damaged, missing exterior wall vent, south side of building.
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Photo 26 — Damaged exterior wall vent, south side of building.
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Photo 27 — Unscreened, exterior storage along eastern portion of building.
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Photo 28 — Unscreened, exterior storage/trash along eastern portion of building.
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Photo 29 — Damaged/deteriorated pedestrian access walkway, east side of building.
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Photo 30 — North delivery dock access location. Numerous curb and gutter damage in
this location due to delivery truck access.
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Photo 31 — Damaged, deteriorated utility service box, east side of building.
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Photo 32 — North delivery dock location. Note damaged, spalling concrete surfaces.
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Photo 33 — Northside open storage/trash location.
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Photo 34 — Northside concrete discoloration (possibly mold). It was unclear what is
causing this condition, possibly lack of adequate drainage from metal roof above.

77



DEVELOPMENTD INITIATIVES

Photo 35 — Northside concrete discoloration (possibly mold). It was unclear what is
causing this condition, possibly lack of adequate drainage from metal roof above.
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Photo 36 — Parking area deterioration. Slight to moderate cracking, spalling and
deterioration of customer parking areas. Impacts approximately 20% of parking areas.
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Photo 37 — Parking area deterioration. Slight to moderate cracking, spalling and
deterioration of customer parking areas. Impacts approximately 20% of parking areas.
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Photo 38 — Parking area deterioration. Slight to moderate cracking, spalling and
deterioration of customer parking areas. Impacts approximately 20% of parking areas.
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Photo 39 — Unmaintained parking island. Show a general lack of maintenance.
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R

Photo 40 — Unmaintained parking island. Show a general lack of maintenance.
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Exhibit D: Certification

| certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief...

1. The Statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, unbiased professional
analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

3. | have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this
report, and | have no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

4. | have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the
parties involved with this assignment.

5. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the
analyses, opinions, or conclusions in, or the use of, this report.

6. Jim Potter has made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this
report in July, 2020.

7. This study is not based on a requested result or a specific conclusion.
8. | have not relied on unsupported conclusions relating to characteristics such as race,
color, religion, national origin, gender, marital status, familial status, age, receipt of

public assistance income, handicap, or an unsupported conclusion that homogeneity
of such characteristics is necessary to maximize value.

Jim Potter

Development Initiatives
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Exhibit E: Consultant Qualifications

Educotion
MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE,
UNNERSITY OF KAMSAS

B.(Z.5. EMVIROMMENTAL
STUDIES,

IMIVERSITY OF KAMSAS

B.5. GEOQGRAPHY, LINIVERSITY
OF KAMSAS

Ceriifications

American Insfitute of Cerfified
Planners [AICF)

American Planning
Assooiation

USGBC
LEED Green Assocciate

Konsas Licensed Real Estate
Solesperson

Mizsour Licensed Real Estate
Solesperson

Professicnal Affilictions
MEMEER, AMERICAMN PLAMNING
ASSOCIATION [APA)

PAST-PRESIDENT,

KC METRO SECTICN,
AMERICAMN PLANMING
ASSCCIATION [APA)

CHAIRMAN,
RIVER MARKET COMMUMNITY
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (C1D)

BOARD MEMBER,
SUSTAIMABLE ADVISORY BOWRD,
LEAWDOD, KS

Member, USGEC

Partner Profile

James C. Potter, AICP, LEED GA

Jim is the founding pariner at Development Initiatives and is responsible for
instilling the firm’s vision of excellence in the staff. His background has run
the spectrum of urban redevelopment to community planning projects.
From environmental due diligence activities to managing multi-million
dollar bond projects, Jim hoz expenence in a myriad of development
functions.

Jim has degrees in Environmental Science and Geography, as well as a
Master of Architecture, all from the University of Kansas. His past
employment with the Kansas City Economic Development Corporation has
educated Jim in the intricacies of 60 to 80 different City, State, and Federal
tax incentives programs.

gince the establishment of Development Initigtives in 1999, Jim has
coordinated numerous urban renewal ond fox increment financing projects
for countless communities across the Midwest. Jim uses his experience and
relationships with local and state development officials to maximize the
effactiveness of the projects he manages and the incentives sought on
behalf of cur clients.

Jim has yet another layer of expertfize that he adds to DI's reperoire, real
estate development. Potter has partnered in such notoble residential
projects as 4646 Broadway on the Plaza, City Homes in the River Markst
and the 5 Delaware Condominiums all in Kansas City.

Jim resides in Leawood, Kansas with his wife Amy and their 11 year old
son, Hayden.
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DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES, BLIGHT/CONSERVATION-PROJECT SUMMARY

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), 1645 KEARNEY ROAD, EXCELSIOR SPRINGS, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), 43 ANTIOCH, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), PECULIAR MAIN STREET TIF PLAN, PECULIAR, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), WALLSTREET TOWER GARAGE, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), DOWNTOWN PARKVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN, PARKVILLE, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), SOUTHSIDE PLAZA, LEE’S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), RESIDENTIAL UPLIFT, LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), MIDTOWN PRO-ACTIVE HOUSING, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), RIVERSIDE CROSSING CID, RIVERSIDE, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), ARMOUR GILLHAM ADDITION, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), ROMANELLI CENTER, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), 45™ & MAIN CID, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), DOWNTOWN UPLIFT 353, CITY OF CAMERON, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), ASSOCIATED WHOLESALE GROCERS, LEAVENWORTH, KS

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), MAIN CENTER REDEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, CITY OF BLUE SPRINGS, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), CITY OF MOUNT VERNON, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS & REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), 19™ & MCGEE, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), ALLIS-CHALMERS, INDEPENDENCE, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), GRANDVIEW STATION, GRANDVIEW, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS & REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), EAST BANNISTER AMENDMENT, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS & REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), NORTH MONTGALL PIEA, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), 85 WORNALL, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), 2708 TROOST, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), KANSAS & KEARNEY, SPRINGFIELD, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), OSAGE STATION, OSAGE BEACH, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS & REDEVELOPMENT PLAN(PIEA), EAST BANNISTER, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), CITY OF NORTH KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), HILLYARD TIF, ST. JOSEPH, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), VILLAGE AT VIEW HIGH, LEE'S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), INTERCONTINENTAL, KANSAS CiTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), 50/M-291 HIGHWAY URA EXPANSION, LEE’S SUMMIT, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), FLINT HILLS MALL, EMPORIA, KS

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), LEE’S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), DOWNTOWN RICHMOND, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), GATEWAY VILLAGE, GRANDVIEW, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), ALANA HOTEL APARTMENTS, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), MISSION FALLS TIF, MISSION, KS

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), EAST CROSSROADS URA, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), JOPLIN, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), ARROWHEAD POINTE, OSAGE BEACH, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), JKV, LEE'S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353/CID), RoLAa, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (EEZ), HOLT COUNTY, MO
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BLIGHT ANALYSIS
BLIGHT ANALYSIS

p—

CID), LaAkewooD CID, LEE’'S SUMMIT, MO
CID), SOUTH GLENSTONE CID, SPRINGFIELD, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), RICHMOND, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), 50/M-291, LEE’S SUMMIT, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), LAKEWOOD BUSINESS PARK, LEE’S SUMMIT, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), 18™ & MCGEE AMENDMENT, KCIMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), 36™ & GILLHAM, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), NOLAND FASHION SQUARE, INDEPENDENCE, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), HEER'S BUILDING, SPRINGFIELD, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), VIEW HIGH GREEN, LEE’S SUMMIT, MO

(

(

o~ —

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), BELVOIR 353 PLAN, LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), BELVOR TIF PLAN, LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), SOUTH 63 CORRIDOR CID, CITY OF KIRKSVILLE, MO
CONSERVATION ANALYSIS (TIF), WINCHESTER, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), CARONDELET, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), SUNRISE BEACH, MISSOUR

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), CITY OF LEE’S SUMMIT, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), DOWTOWN CORE, CITY OF LEE'S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (LCRA), LICATA PLAN, CITY OF LEE’S SUMMIT, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (353), CITY OF LIBERTY, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS-PEER REVIEW (353), GRANDVIEW, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (CID), CROSSROADS SHOPPING CENTER, LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), HIGHWAY Y & 58, BELTON, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS(CID), LIBERTY CORNERS SHOPPING CENTER, LIBERTY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), VIVION CORRIDOR, KMCO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), SOUTH HIGHWAY 63 CORRIDOR, KIRKSVILLE, MISSOURI
BLIGHT ANALYSIS-PEER REVIEW, (TIF), ATCHISON, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), HIGHPOINTE SHOPPING CENTER, OSAGE BEACH, MISSOURI
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), 39™ & STATE LINE, KCMO
CONSERVATION ANALYSIS (MODESA), LAKE OZARK, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS-PEER REVIEW, (TIF), MARINA VIEW, KIRKSVILLE, MISSOURI
CONSERVATION ANALYSIS (TIF), CLAYTON, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), DOGWOOD CENTRE, KIRKSVILLE, MISSOUR

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), BRISCOE TIF, LAKE OZARK, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), US 54 & BUSINESS 54, LAKE OZARK, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), QUADRA TIF, BELTON, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), DODSON PIEA, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), CROSSROADS ARTS, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), CROSSROADS AMENDMENT, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), ROGERS SPORTING GOODS, LIBERTY, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), BELTON MARKETPLACE, BELTON, MISSOURI

BLIGHT ANALYSIS-PEER REVIEW, (353), WESTFIELD CORPORATION, ST. CHARLES, MISSOURI
BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), KANSAS CITY, MO SWOPE COMMUNITY BUILDERS
CONSERVATION ANALYSIS, (TIF), LAKE LOTAWANA, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), OSAGE BEACH, MO, OAK RIDGE LANDING DEVELOPMENT
BLIGHT ANALYSIS, (TIF), LAKE OZARK, MO, STANTON DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), WASHINGTON 23 AMENDMENT, KCMO
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BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), FitM Row, KCMO

CONSERVATION ANALYSIS, (TIF) , KANSAS CITY, MO, TIME EQUITIES, INC., NEW YORK, NY
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), VALENTINE/BROADWAY, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), WASHINGTON 23, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), BOULEVARD BREWING COMPANY, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), OZARK DIVERSIFIED DEVELOPERS, BRANSON, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), MCCOWN GORDON CONSTRUCTION, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), LEVITT ENTERPRISES, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), TIME EQUITIES, NY, NY

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), URBAN COEUR DEVELOPMENT, KCMO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), HOSPITALITY MANAGEMENT ASSOC., LINCOLN, NE

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), HUSCH & EPPENBERGER, LLC, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), KANSAS CITY NEIGHBORHOOD ALLIANCE,
BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), KING HERSHEY, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), LATHROP & GAGE, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, KCMO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), POLSINELLI SHALTON WELTE, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, KANSAS CITY, MO
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA), COMPASS ENVIRONMENTAL, CHICAGO,
ILLINOIS

BLIGHT ANALYSIS (TIF), DST REALTY, KANSAS CITY, MO

BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA) MCZ CENTRUM, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
BLIGHT ANALYSIS AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN (PIEA) UNION HiLL DEVELOPMENT, KCMO
BLIGHT STUDY AND ANALYSIS (TIF), GRAIN VALLEY, MISSOURI, WARD DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
BLIGHT STUDY AND ANALYSIS, PERSHING STATION PARTNERS, KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

KCMO
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