CITY COMMISSION AGENDA MEMO
March 31, 2009

FROM: Lauren Palmer, Assistant City Manager

Brian Williams, Assistant to the City Manager
MEETING: April 7, 2009
SUBJECT: Authorize Improvements to the Manhattan/K-State

Innovation Center and a Grant Application to the
Kansas Bioscience Authority

PRESENTER: Lauren Palmer, Assistant City Manager

BACKGROUND

In September 2004, the City Commission approved an investment from the Economic
Development Fund to construct a new 30,000-sq. ft. business/technology incubator
facility to be located in the K-State Research Park. In December 2004, the City executed
an Economic Development Agreement with the National Institute for Strategic
Technology Acquisition and Commercialization (NISTAC) to serve as the manager and
operator of the Manhattan/K-State Innovation Center. This arrangement is consistent with
a previous model whereby NISTAC operated the City-owned Kansas Entrepreneurial
Center (KEC) facility on Hayes Drive.

In May 2006, the City received a $1,000,000 grant from the Kansas Bioscience Authority
(KBA) for functional upgrades to the Innovation Center. This award necessitated an
Amendment to the Agreement with NISTAC to outline how the KBA grant would be
expended and to establish performance targets associated with the facility upgrades.
Under the Amended Agreement, NISTAC is obligated to operate and maintain the
facility for a period of ten (10) years and to create at least 200 full-time equivalent
positions with an average annual salary of $45,000. In recognition of the City’s
investments in the facility, NISTAC distributes portfolio earnings to the City. This first
amendment was approved by the Commission in November 2006 and also outlined
provisions whereby NISTAC was provided an interest-free loan of $450,000 to offset
certain costs related to the business operation of the facility. A summary of the existing
Agreement is enclosed.

Within the Innovation Center there remains 5,000-sg.ft. of unfinished pilot space
intended to house additional laboratory and research uses. On March 24, 2009, City
Administration made a proposal to use $425,000 from the Economic Development Fund
to leverage an application to the Kansas Bioscience Authority for a $1,025,000 grant to
outfit this space.



DISCUSSION

As a result of a new economic development strategy to leverage the research talents of
Kansas State University, significant interest has been generated from the bioscience
industry in locating facilities in Manhattan. The opportunity to amass a concentration of
research, manufacturing, and service sector institutions in Manhattan will yield
tremendous economic benefits. There is currently a shortage of properly equipped
laboratory space in the community to house such complementary ventures, especially
those still in their startup phases that exhibit tremendous potential.

Improvements to the Manhattan/K-State Innovation Center

Participating agencies in the Knowledge-Based Economic Development (KBED)
consortium are working to recruit a company that would be integral in the local animal
health research and bioscience community. Although the lack of an available, properly
outfitted space in which to conduct laboratory research and manufacturing is creating a
barricade to KBED’s ability to realize this opportunity, a cooperative solution has been
developed that would meet the start-up space needs for this company. However, in the
event this current prospect does not materialize, new finished space is needed to meet
future prospects’ needs.

The Manhattan/K-State Innovation Center would provide an ideal incubation
environment for current and future prospects. The Center is near maximum capacity with
existing labs, and space is not available to accommodate the new prospect. However, the
building has 5,000-sq. ft. available in an empty shell space that was included in the
original building design in anticipation of future need. The monthly operating expenses
for basic upkeep of the space are estimated at $463 per month. Without additional
funding to build out the space to prepare it for use, the original construction investment
and ongoing operating investments will remain underutilized.

The cost estimate for outfitting the pilot space is estimated at $1.45 million, which
includes permanent walls/doors for additional wet labs/production/office/support spaces
and extension of plumbing, HVAC ducts, gas, electrical, conduit, and phone/data lines, as
well as permanent lab cabinetry, sinks, fume hoods, exhaust fans/systems, floor finishes,
and ceilings in the current open space area. The estimate also includes a generator for an
emergency power source, and some furniture, fixtures and equipment. Lab equipment
and installation costs are not included in this estimate. It is anticipated that tenant
companies will own and install equipment to meet their unique specifications. The labs
will be designed as modules to allow flexibility in altering the space for new uses as
tenants “graduate” from the facility.

If authorized by the Commission, City Administration will submit a grant application to
the KBA in an amount up to $1,025,000 to assist with the project costs. City
Administration is proposing to match this grant request with up to an additional $425,000
from the Economic Development Fund, contingent upon approval of the KBA grant
application. It should be noted, all funds from the City will go towards construction.
Since the meeting on March 24, 2009, the architects have indicated that, due to economic



conditions, it is likely that the City would receive a favorable construction bid that could
significantly reduce the overall project cost and the total investments by the City and
KBA.

Second Amendment to NISTAC Agreement

Because the Innovation Center improvements would impact the overall facility
operations, City Administration has drafted a Second Amendment to the 2004 Economic
Development Agreement with NISTAC (attached), which outlines the terms under which
these funds would be utilized. In order to ensure accountability for the additional
investment of funds, the amendment increases NISTAC’s job creation targets (adds 13
FTEs) and the amount by which the City is credited with interest investments in
NISTAC’s patent portfolio, which is used to calculate the dividends the City receives
from profits on that portfolio.

When the original Economic Development Agreement was approved by the Commission
in 2004, NISTAC was vetted through the City’s Return on Investment model and was
analyzed by Springsted, Inc., the City’s financial advisor. A copy of that analysis is
attached for reference. If the Commission desires, the Springsted analysis could be
updated prior to taking final action on the request. However, City Administration
believes this review would result in a very similar analysis. To date, NISTAC has met
all of its contractual obligations and performance targets for operating the Innovation
Center. In addition to paying all operating and utility costs for the building, NISTAC
manages maintenance contracts for the mechanical, landscaping, and custodial upkeep.
These contracts total $29,000 annually. NISTAC also contributes $1,500 per month to a
sinking fund for major maintenance costs such as HVAC upgrades and parking
resurfacing. As of April 1, 2009, the fund had a balance of $31,000. As of December 31,
2008, 36 new jobs have been created with average annual salaries of $44,400. This
equates to an average of 1.8 new jobs per month and indicates that NISTAC is on target
to achieve the full amount required by the Agreement.

During the discussion on March 24, 2009, several questions were raised regarding
whether or not NISTAC should be adequately self-sufficient to fund the proposed pilot
space build-out. If NISTAC did fund the project, it would be as a leasehold improvement.
Because the City owns the building and retains the asset, NISTAC would likely request
that the City credit the investment to future loan repayments or operating fees under the
existing Agreement. This is consistent with how the City previously handled NISTAC’s
investments in the KEC. Moreover, this type of investment by NISTAC takes funding
away from their primary mission of supporting and purchasing equipment for incubator
startups.

Across the industry, it is unusual for business incubators to be completely self-sufficient.
More than half of North American business incubators are financially sponsored by a
government entity or other economic development agency. As part of a report prepared
for the Economic Development Administration of the U.S. Department of Commerce, the
State Science and Technology Institute (SSTI) interviewed over sixty (60) economic
development practitioners to identify best practices in Technology-based Economic



Development. Their research found that “incubators should not be expected to be
moneymaking operations...because to do so would undermine the very purpose of
incubators. Self-sufficiency implies charging market-rate rental and service fees,
precisely what fledgling technology companies are not able to afford.” Additional
information regarding business incubators is attached.

Architectural Services Contract

Prior to the September 2004 approval of the Innovation Center construction project, an
Architectural Services Selection Committee reviewed the various proposals submitted in
response to a Request for Proposals (RFP) for that component of the project. After
significant discussion and consideration of all proposals (including interviews with 4 of
the 6 firms), the Committee recommended the selection of Bowman, Bowman, Novick,
Inc. (BBN) because of the firm’s and its partner’s particular expertise in the relevant
office and lab space design criteria. Because of that partnership’s demonstrated success
in and knowledge of the building and related issues to date, City Administration will
likely seek authorization to negotiate an architectural services contract with BBN to
facilitate completion of this supplemental project, as described above, should the
Commission approve the funding request.

FINANCING

The City has funds available in the Economic Development Fund sufficient to support
this proposal. If the City Commission approves the proposal as described, the projected
2009 year-end balance in the Fund is $1.69 million. This figure takes into account the $5
million NBAF commitment and all other existing and anticipated contractual obligations.

ALTERNATIVES

It appears the Commission has the following alternatives concerning the issue at hand.
The Commission may:

1. Authorize submittal of a grant application to the Kansas Bioscience

Authority in an amount not to exceed $1,025,000, to make

improvements to the Manhattan/K-State Innovation Center and

authorize up to $425,000 from the Economic Development Fund as a

local match for the project.

Amend the proposal to meet the needs of the Commission.

3. Do not authorize submittal of the grant application and do not
authorize a local financial commitment for the project.

4. Table the issue.

no
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Financial Review

This financial review is fundamentally different than that of a for-profit entity. NISTAC is a
501(c)3 organization, funded initially through partnerships with other entities. lIts primary
mission is to assist start up companies with the commercialization of their technology, an
inherently risky undertaking.

Springsted reviewed the following financial information:

. July 1, 2003 — June 30, 2004
o Financial Statements — NISTAC
o Accountability Checklist - MEDOF, KEC, MHL
) January 1, 1999 — June 30, 2000
o Accountability Checklist and Review Letter — MEDOF, KEC, MHL, 20
September 2001
o Financial Statements - KEC
. January 1, 2000 - June 30, 2001
o Accountability Checklist and Review Letter — MEDOF, KEC, MHL, 5 June
2002
o Financial Statements - KEC
. January 1, 2001 — June 30, 2002
o Accountability Checklist and Review Letter — MEDOF, KEC, MHL, 6 June
2003
o Financial Statements - KEC
. Fiscal Years 05, 06, 07
o Proforma Profit & Loss - NISTAC

We did not access any information on MHL (Manhattan Holding, LLC). The proforma
information received was for NISTAC, rather than KEC, but we understand the amalgamation of
the two organizations over this past year.

Current assets of KEC had been trending upward from a low of $63,422 in 1999 to a high of
$410,848 in 2002. KEC is a financially healthy organization with a current ratio (a measure of
liquidity) of 8.13 — meaning they have 8.13 times the cash as they do debt. Oftentimes such a
high ratio would raise questions about why there is so much cash in the company, however
understanding the uniqueness of this entity and its primary business operation is a key
component to this analysis. We feel their balance sheet is strong for an entity assisting start up
companies in the commercialization of University technology. The lack of significant debt has
had a positive impact on KEC cash flow and operations.

The proforma we reviewed was for NISTAC for fiscal years 05, 06, and 07. It is our
understanding that NISTAC is a new entity which has absorbed and integrated the financial
components of KEC.

NISTAC's primary revenue sources are “Contract Services with Supporting Organizations”, and
“Restricted Grants”. Given that these two sources make up almost 80% of projected income for
the FY2005 budget, we would recommend additional consideration be given to their consistency
and reliability. The major components of NISTAC’s operating expenses (84%) reside in
‘Administrative Fees” and “Patent Maintenance and Legal Fees”. As is typical in financial
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projections with not-for-profit organizations, NISTAC is anticipating operating income to equal
operating expenses for each of the 3 fiscal years analyzed, and to maintain approximately a $1
million unrestricted cash balance through FY 07.

NISTAC appears to be financially self-reliant, and given the unique service provided by this
entity, that is a noteworthy accomplishment. We recognize their self-reliance has come at a
cost to the City through its provision of capital facilities at no cost to NISTAC, although a
repayment agreement is in place at the time of sale of the current KEC building. We are also
encouraged by NISTAC's conservative fiscal forecasts, which do not account for significant
capital flowing back to the company as a result of either a start up company buy-out, or Initial
Public Offering (IPO). We would caution though, that NISTAC's primary sources of revenue
have a fair potential to shift, given our experience with other similar entities. This anticipated
ebb and flow is assumed to be one of the reasons for holding a significant unrestricted cash
reserve.

We feel it is unreasonable to assume, for a business entity of this type, that there is any ability
to service significant debt beyond its current capacity. However, should the organization
continue to plot positive financial trends and its start up companies attract the necessary
venture capital, it may be meaningful to project some future ability to reimburse capital debt
associated with this most recent initiative, not unlike that which was planned for the current KEC
building — that is, allowing for the option of a purchase at the end of the lease term. Such
revenues to NISTAC, it is assumed, would result from a companies’ IPO, sale, or merger with
an established, growing commercial/industrial businesses enterprise.

Additional Policy Points

We feel the following questions/issues are relevant in the global context of this analysis:
. Security and liquidity of asset

It has been mentioned that the City is secure because ‘it always has the building’. We
believe this contention is based on an assumption of a reasonable number of potential
buyers, as would be the case in a traditional commercial real estate transaction. It is fair
to assume there would be only a limited number of potential buyers for the building at
the end of the NISTAC lease — which could be 10 years if the option to extend is not
exercised. The Research Park covenants are the primary restrictions on the building’s
use by a future buyer. The market for the building is also somewhat limited to its
location on leased University land, within the KSU Research Park. Given these factors,
its location and a business plan with linkages to the University, a high probability exists
that the University would be the most likely buyer.

We understand the University has agreed to the concept of purchasing the building at
“market rate” should they elect not to renew the land lease at the end of the proposed 50
year term. The future market rate will have to be established through industry standard
real estate and appraisal practices in place at that time.
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) Asset Recognition by NISTAC

It has been proposed that the City will receive an interest in NISTAC equal to the City's
building interest costs in order to share directly in any future economic returns created.
Allowing harvested gains to flow back to the City does not rule out a potential “re-
investment” of such dollars in future NISTAC partnership opportunities, and therefore
may provide significant future benefits to both parties.

In a standard business to business transaction, the distributive shares received by the
investor from NISTAC would include all of the associated costs, including the annual
cost of providing a rent subsidy. We understand that the City’s investment return is in
large part measured through economic impact — specifically high value job creation, and
that NISTAC has to date accomplished this objective.

. Opportunity Cost and Benchmark Goals

As in any investment decision we suggest the City consider the potential alternatives to
this building proposal given the magnitude of the project and the dedicated funding
source. While we are not implying other options exist, we believe this policy discussion
is worthwhile. Assuming the City decides to make this investment we also suggest the
City establish benchmarks goals for this project’s ongoing performance in meeting the
intent of the dedicated sales tax revenues.

Conclusion

This report only addresses the financial considerations and some related policy questions, while
there are many other non-financial perspectives impacting decisions with regard to this project.

While the proposed investment is significant and has certain risks, the City has the potential for
realizing a number of potential advantages. One, the expansion of KEC/NISTAC relates directly
to potential job creation and tax base growth. Two, if successful in its negotiations on
distributive shares, the City has the potential of substantial monetary return on its investment.
Both of these outcomes are uncertain. Yet, we feel it provides at minimum a partial back-stop
for the public dollars invested in the highest risk category of the incubator companies’ early
stage development.

Sincerely,

David N. MacGillivray
Chairman of the Board

(651) 223-3068
dmacgillivray@springsted.com
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County Sales Tax Collectmns
Actual and Estimated

Fiscal
Year

2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
2004
2003
2002
2001
2000
1999
1998
1997
1996
1995
1994
1993
1992
1991
1990
1988

County

Sales Taxes

2,221,624
2,193,331
2,155,603
2,108,902
2,052,965
1,987,177
1,911,670
1,837,233

800,000
1,669,442
1,571,381
1,466,589
1,402,616
1,311,399
1,275,026
1,186,814
1,181,117
1,139,736
1,158,220
1,100,156
1,012,189

835,000

897,725
807,815

Percentage
Change

(Adjusted downward

by an

additonal 1.5% each

year -- from 2005
through 2012)

(projected)

{estimated)

«—
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Exhibit Il

$4,890,000

City of Manhattan, Kansas
General Obligation Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)

Sources & Uses

Dated 01/01/2005 | Delivered 01/01/2005

Sources Of Funds
Par AMOUNE OF BONMOS ..ottt ittt et as et e s eem et eeer e esearaneeaesbessba s Sesaaseabes it raes b abebeebs s b e R A aebesh b ek s e tnea s ern s ebbem sbse b
AVRIBDIE CHY FUMAS. ....ccoiiit ittt et bt ek s bt eb 01 s2 a8 46484 R s o2 1e bbb oS0 cb s e st

Total Sources

Uses Of Funds

Deposit 10 Project COnSUCHON FUND. ... oo e b e e e
COBIE OF ISBUBNCE. ... v evre et errerrensce ettt sttt s oot s s s et £ e s as 13 sre e e s b e seas £o4e 2R e S as £ 40 E R eas 10T E oA e Lot 110 s s wer e e
Total Underwriter's DISCOUNt (0.800%)....cc.o.eviveierieeieie e sriiesie e raiesb et b s b ere s eae st bs et ns s bbb e bbbt ek sernabans
ROUNAING AIMIOUNE. ..ottt rmee s et crea s et srs s e b b em a8 5a 45 e84 SR b et v

Total Uses.

GO Sales Tax, 2005 | SINGLE PURPOSE | 8/ 3/2004 | 9:59 AM

$4,890,000.00
1,200,000.00

$6,090,000.00
6,000,000.00
49,250.00
39,120.00
1,630.00

$6,080,000.00

SPRINGSTED

Adelers te the Public Sector

¥4 SPRINGSTED

Page 2




Exhibit [l

[ s
$4,890,000
City of Manhattan, Kansas
General Obligation Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)
DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+!
12/01/2005 570,000.00 1.800% 138,522.08 708,522.08
12/01/2006 565,000.00 2.350% 140,856.00 705,855.00
12/01/2007 580,000.00 2.650% 127,577.50 707,677.50
12/01/2008 595,000.00 3.050% 112,207.50 707,207.50
12/01/2009 610,000.00 3.350% 94,060.00 704,060.00
12/01/2010 635,000.00 3.550% 73,625.00 708,625.00
12/01/2011 655,000.00 3.750% 51,082.50 706,082.50
12/01/2012 680,000.00 3.900% 26,520.00 706,520.00
Total $4,890,000.00 - $764,449.58 $5,654,449.58

Date And Term Structure

Defivery Date........c.cooviiiniieininias
First Coupon Date

Yield Statistics
Bond Year Dollars

Average Life..........
Average Coupon

INEE INLEIESE COSE {NIC)..... oot ettt ettt sttt ottt e b 220840t e b

True interest Cost (TIC)............
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes...

AN TRCIGSIVE COSE (AIT) ..o oe et ceeeitieee et ettt ee e e eei e a s caer s b b s a6 a8 SRS SR f ot L s

IRS Form 8038

Nt IELESE COSE INIC). ..ottt e s ab s b et e S

Weighted Average Maturity

GO Sales Tax, 2005 | SINGLE PURPOSE | 8/ 372004 | 9:59 AM

1/01/2005
1/01/2005
6/01/2005

$22,297.50
4.560 Years
3.4284094%

3.6038551%
3.6075573%
3.4128289%
3.8559074%

3.6038551%
4.560 Years

SPRINGSTED

Advisors te the Public Secter

4 SPRINGSTED

Page 3




Exhibit 111

$6,100,000
City of Manhattan, Kansas

General Obligation Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)

Sources & Uses

Dated 01/01/2005 | Delivered 01/01/2005

Sources Of Funds
PAr AMOUNE OF BONAS. ..ottt o st a et ea b e st et esa e see s b ese et e s eb e e £ eba s ot s bbb e s b ar b e ses ks s tebaansresa e et s ennb s

Total Sources

Uses Of Funds

Deposit to Project Construction FUMD...... ... e e s e s
Costs of Issuance............cccoomvieevennns
Total Underwriter's Discount (0.800%).
ROUNGING AIMOUNE. ..ottt oot em et es as st ss s s b e s sse b s 52242 SRS hm s 12 bbb e

Total Uses

CO Sales Tax, 2005 withou | SINGLE PURFOSE | 8/ 472004 | 3252 FM

$6,100,000.00
$6,100,000.00
6,000,000.00
62,750.00
48,800.00
(1,550.00)

$6,100,000.00

SPRINGSTED

Advisars 1o the Public Sectar

¥4 SPRINGSTED

Page 4
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oo
$6,100,000
City of Manhattan, Kansas
General Obligation Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)
DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
Date Principal Coupon interest Total P+l
12/01/2005 710,000.00 1.800% 172,855.83 882,855.83
12/01/2006 705,000.00 2.350% 175,790.00 880,790.00
12/01/2007 720,000.00 2.650% 159,222.50 879,222.50
12/01/2008 740,000.00 3.050% 140,142.50 880,142.50
12/01/2009 765,000.00 3.350% 117,572.50 882,572.50
12/01/2010 790,000.00 3.550% 91,945.00 881,945.00
12/01/2011 820,000.00 3.750% 63,800.00 883,900.00
12/01/2012 850,000.00 3.900% 33,150.00 883,150.00
Total $6,100,000.00 - $954,578.33 $7,054,578.33
Date And Term Structure
DL S OO U OO S TS OO OOV OO SO SO U SOVO UEUS O OSSOSO 1/01/2005
DIBHVEIY DALE ..ottt ettt e e s eb e b s e a8 e b e s e e e e e 1/01/2005
FIFSE COUPON DatB......eo ittt e e e ettt eeeb o 2 b e s bbb e e e e e e r et e a2 e s 6/01/2005
Yield Statistics
BONA Y@AI DOMAS. ...c.oivivitiitiie et eees ittt etes st eae et e s et b es e et eme e et e sete s e e e £ £28 eSS er e e h e s s e s s s e s e e st $27,836.67
Average Life......... 4.563 Years
AVETAGE COUDOM. ....eitioiirieies e et vteee e vt eb et et eae s et st ea st o2 e e e e eae s s hs s osn s aRe s os e o2 s s ehee b e e e e e b s a2 e bbb s oe 3.4292121%
[ L L G- R OTe = R (108 T U O OO U OO OO SO O U SO USRI 3.6045204%
True Interest Cost (TIC) .. 3.6082377%
Bond Yield for AThHIBOE PUMOSES.......c.iiiveiiiiiceere et ab e e e s m e e s es b as s es s os b n s e ns e se st 3.4136466%
AINCIUISIVE COBE {AIT). ...ttt ettt e e e er et e oo sh se e e A b e b ah b e st et s e b s st e 3.8211030%
IRS Form 8038
NG IREEIESE COSE (INIC) .. oottt ettt e st s s ek b et £ s et s b e o eea s eR b s b e e s et e es srs b s e s s s e s s amrts et s abe e s ares 3.6045204%
Weighted AVETage MALULIY. ...ttt e e e e sh e b st b e e bbb e a bbbt et 4.563 Years

GO Sales Tax, 2005 withou | SINGLE PURPOSE [ 8/ 472004 [ 3:52 FM

SPRINGSTED

Adviters 1o the Public Secter

VA SPRINGSTED

Page 5




Exhibit IV

$6,815,000

City of Manhattan, Kansas
Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)

Sources & Uses

Dated 01/01/2005 | Delivered 01/01/2005

Sources Of Funds
Par AINOUNE OF BONGS...... ..ottt vt set e bt et v s et es et aseamsuessassb s 2 eeaehe o8 esceR e R eser ot et sross st e scne e n et ea e e erasr e

Total Sources

Uses Of Funds

Deposit to Project COnStruCtion FUNG............c.ovii s e b byt bt
Deposit to Debt Service Reserve Fund (DSRF).........cooooiiiiin it
Total Underwrter's DISCOUNT (1.000%6)......cociire ettt eeree st s e ne st besamssrs b sa e ot e bt s s b abe s aae b enees
COBES OF ISBURIMCE. ... eeveerererenconsiit ettt e et ob e et s e e et b aren s s o1 Sa R e et ehtb et e
ROUNGING AIMOUNL ... oottt ettt recsesebesteba et etses bbb e e s et reraeoaces ed 28 s Ao SRS 018 4SSk r s b ab sk b st

Total Uses.

Sales Tax Kev, 2005 witho | SINGLE PURFOSE | 8/4/2004 | 356 PM

$6,815,000.00

$6,815,000.00

6,000,000.00
681,500.00
68,150.00
66,000.00
(650.00)

$6,815,000.00

SPRINGSTED

Adrisors to the Public Seccor

¥4 SPRINGSTED

Page 6




Exhibit IV

2 e
$6,815,000
City of Manhattan, Kansas
Sales Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005
(NISTAC Facility)
DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
Date Principal Coupon interest Total P+i DSR Net New D/S
12/01/2005 785,000.00 2.100% 212,045.63 997,045.63 (29,647.20) 967,398.43
12/01/2006 785,000.00 2.650% 214,837.50 999,837.50 (32,371.26) 967,466.24
12/01/2007 805,000.00 2.950% 194,035.00 999,035.00 (32,371.26) 966,663.74
12/01/2008 825,000.00 3.350% 170,287.50 995,287.50 (32,371.26) 962,916.24
12/01/2009 855,000.00 3.650% 142,650.00 997,650.00 (32,371.26) 965,278.74
12/01/2010 885,000.00 3.850% 111,442.50 996,442.50 (32,371.26) 964,071.24
12/01/2011 £20,000.00 4.050% 77,370.00 997,370.00 (32,371.26) 964,998.74
12/01/2012 955,000.00 4.200% 40,110.00 995,110.00 (713,871.26) 281,238.74
Total $6,815,000.00 - $1,162,778.13 $7,977,778.13 (937,746.02) $7,040,032.11

Date And Term Structure

Delivery Date.....

FIrst Coupon Date. ... e bR e e e ar s

First Serial Maturity Date
Final Serial Maturity Date

Yield Statistics

BONA YOAI DONAIS. ..o oveeeeoreiees ettt ettt ety e ten et cete e rer e et ns e s ae st e se e b e R e et e R e r LR e s ek bt e b r e

Average Life

AVETAGE COUPOM....c..ieereeiiimeeatireareeroameatees s aseeseas ey Sre oot aba b s et ot e e ebeserah o0 ehar e e AR RS540 £ E 20T RS s b4 € 2he st e r st

Net Interest Cost (NIC)
True Interest Cost (TIC).............
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes.
All Inclusive Cost (AIC)

Sales Tax Rev, 2005 witho | SINGLE FURPOSL | 8/ /2004 | 3:56 FM

1/01/2006
1/01/2005
6/01/2005

12/01/2005
12/01/2012

$31,167.08
4.573 Years
3.7307890%

3.9494492%
3.9592367%
3.7139914%
4.2001326%

SPRINGSTED

Adrisors to the Public Secesr
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