December 14, 2018
Re: Papillion Downtown IRFP

Dear Selection Advisory Committee Members:
Thank you for the opportunity to present our thoughts and proposal for the redevelopment of
Downtown Papillion. We are excited to have this opportunity to participate in a discussion that will
shape the future of this vibrant and growing community.
Developers & Principals:
•

•

Kevyn Sopinski: principal of Pathfinder Wealth Advisors located in downtown Papillion. Kevyn
lives within a mile and works in the CBD, and thus has a vested interest in seeing the area grow
and thrive.
Brian Reilly: principal of DP Management, LLC, an affiliate of the Dial Companies, founded in
1958. Over the past 60 years Dial has developed several parts of Omaha including Lakeside,
Miracle Hills Shopping Center, Miracle Hills Office Park, Elk Ridge, Lake Manawa, Stockyards
Plaza, Peony Park, Cambridge Apartments and more.

The rest of the team:
•
•
•
•
•

Development: DP’s principal developer is its CEO, Terry Clauff. Since 1971 Terry has built
apartments and retail in Omaha, the Quad Cities and throughout Nebraska and the Midwest.
Engineering: Doug Halvorsen and Eric Benson of Olsson Associates have prepared the initial
layout. Doug has worked with DP since the development of Miracle Hills 40 years ago.
Legal work for DP’s developments is coordinated by Michael Carter Law, LLC. Mike has been
affiliated with Dial for 30 years.
Financial arrangements are coordinated by Krista Vanderpool, principal of KV Financial Services,
LLC. Krista has been affiliated with Dial for 30 years.
Dial has a variety of local and national lending relationships for real estate, TIF and other
incentive lending vehicles. Lenders include banks, conduit, life and HUD sources. Lender/lenders
for this project will be determined as the project matures.

Overview
Throughout our evaluation of the project we have tried to keep in mind the stated goals of the
Comprehensive Plan. Among them:
•
•
•

The city would find ideal a proposal that incorporates all four parcels in three separate but
integrated phases.
Mixed-use developments are encouraged within this district.
Do not change the historic character of Washington St./downtown

These goals led us to an evaluation of all three phases of the redevelopment, as well as the downtown
as a whole. We attempted to meld these goals with our understanding of land use, traffic flow, practical

development, plus an overriding belief that getting residents to live in the downtown area is the spark
that ignites future development.
That belief is directly consistent with the City’s stated goals of “Strengthen downtown as a mixed-use
urban environment” and “Increase the number of people who live downtown”, as well as supportive of
the other stated goals.
At this point please refer to the four attached exhibits prepared by Olsson:
Exhibit 1:
In this exhibit we explored only developing what is currently controlled and offered by the city.
Phase 1: two parcels totaling 1.29ac (includes WPA Building) #010300952 & #010604480
After many iterations of evaluation, we came to the conclusion that multifamily development on Phase
1 is its highest and best use. However, it includes many challenges:
•

•
•
•

An extreme shortage of available land
o Necessitates vertical development for density
o Necessitates garage for parking
Potential complications related to the creek
Competition from newer/bigger sites nearby
Proximity to poorly presented/maintained sites that could detrimentally impact leasing and/or
quality of residency

The multifamily project has been designed to wrap around the WPA building. The land cost noted in the
pro forma deducts a portion assuming city retention of the WPA building.
Recognizing its significance to the city, we propose repurposing the WPA in two parts:
•
•
•
•

North End: temporary leasing office for apartments with potential for permanent location
South End: a small-business owner shop – ideally a coffee shop - facing toward future public
space to the south.
Ideally we would like to have a right via option or other structure to attempt to lease the space
prior to taking ownership, before pursuing either of the two previously noted uses.
If, for example, the city is able to develop a bike/pedestrian bridge across the creek and work to
create interconnectivity with the bike trail system we feel there is an opportunity for a bikethemed restaurant/bar. We have noted the popularity of Aksarben’s bars/restaurants as a
collection point for trail traffic. So you can see that we feel these trail connections may be an
important differentiator for the future of downtown.

If these ideas are accepted the cost of the WPA building is assumed at the land cost in the attached pro
forma, with tenant improvements being solely the responsibility of developer.
Phase 2: 0.38ac 145 W 2nd St.
We evaluated using the Phase 2 land for a set of additional apartment units above street retail bays and
garage. The very small size of this parcel led us to evaluate and prepare it as part of a larger

development in Exhibit 2. However, we have since learned of the Fyra proposal and we will defer our
interest to them with the offer to cooperate with them for the good of downtown.
Phase 3: 0.47ac 146 N Adams St.
Since this parcel is several years from delivery we deferred any development interest for now. Our
thought is that its strategic locations between the creek and the proposed W. 2nd Entertainment District
makes it ideal for a civic plaza/public space, as noted on P.3 of the June 2016 redevelopment document.
We would encourage Papillion to explore a variety of potential uses for this space and would like to
explore that in greater detail during interviews.
The list of city improvements noted on P.11 are anticipated as part of the plan to make the area
surrounding Phase 1 more amenable to residency and live/work/play environment. Olsson illustrated
several of these:
•
•

Widening 80’ right-of-way streets to 100’ to create comfortable pedestrian access
Curbs, gutters, sidewalks

Our proposal does not show this but we encourage the “colored brick” noted for W 2nd Ave on P.11 to
be real brick or cobblestone pavers that are authentic and create a visceral, tactile feel that harkens
back to history when walking or driving over them. We think an investment by the city in that detail will
differentiate this area from similar areas (ex Benson). The street itself becomes a form of public art and
yields development improvements/results on neighboring parcels.
Exhibit 2:
This exhibit was an expansion of Exhibit 1 to include a larger building on Phase 2 and its adjoining parcel.
As noted we have deferred to Fyra.
Exhibit 3:
This exhibit anticipates an expansion/Phase 2 of the multifamily development. However, since this land
is not currently controlled by the city we present it only as a suggestion that the city take steps to
aggregate the adjacent land and relocate the tenants to create a developable space.
Exhibit 4:
This exhibit is a vision, from our point of view in conjunction with Olsson, of a 20-year development
plan. Key features:
•
•
•

An iconic landscape feature (monument or other) at the south end of N Adams St/west end of E
1st St. to create a focus and a “memorable experience”.
Several new parking fields to continue to accommodate traffic and activity created by these
initial developments, making it a “place to go rather than a place to move through”
A pedestrian and auto-friendly grid system to catalyze flow, interconnectivity and livability

Development challenges we perceive:
•

Phases address only part of the overall downtown. Being the pioneer incurs the risk of new
development being next to less desirable parcels for extended length of time.

•
•
•
•

Aging infrastructure: the development relies on city commitment to update its infrastructure as
suggested in the IRFP
Lack of public parking
Lack of clear, understandable traffic flow
Lack of significant employment, residence and amenities that attract outside activity on a
regular basis. The downtown serves as a focal point for many community activities, but they are
intermittent.

Initial Redevelopment Proposal
Below is our response to each item noted in the IRFP:
•

•
•

•
•

•

•
•

Parcels to be developed:
o Phase 1 only (parcels noted above). We have strong interest in Phase 2 but defer to a
friendly neighbor’s proposal. We agree with the June 2016 city proposal that Phase 3
should be public gathering space
Site Plan:
o See exhibits in four parts
Quantification of Uses:
o Commercial SF:
 Our proposal anticipates up to 8,000sf of street-level retail in the Phase 1
development. However, our proposal to develop it is contingent upon finding a
tenant to support the development costs. Currently no such tenant has been
identified.
o Residential units – number & sf:
 The exhibits reflect 32 units; our pro forma anticipates up to 51 units.
 The gross leasable area of apartments would be approx. 31,200sf.
 The total sf of the multifamily project would be approximately 36,000sf plus
podium.
o Parking – off-street:
 We propose city funding of a 50-stall ground-level concrete podium garage to
support parking for the residences above.
 We recognize the expense to the city but believe that this project, combined
with street improvements will catalyze activity throughout downtown.
Description of Redevelopment Projects
o Refer to narrative above.
Necessary Public Improvement Upgrades or Additions:
o We anticipate the city following through on most/all of the potential improvements
noted on P.11 of the IFRP.
Necessary Property Acquisition and/or Demolition
o We strongly recommend immediate acquisition and demolition of the parcels directly
north of the Phase 1 ground.
Zoning Changes:
o Our proposed development of Phase 1 land is consistent with proposed zoning.
Estimated New Assessed Valuations

•

•

•

o Please refer to Exhibit E for estimated assessment
Estimated Costs of Redeveloped Improvements
o The multifamily development is new. The redevelopment of the WPA will be evaluated
in greater detail subject to city interest in our proposed use.
Narrative Description of Design Proposed (re Objectives of IFRP, Ch 5 of Papillion Plan, and
zoning standards)
o See narrative above.
Narrative describing Structures to be Redeveloped or Demolished:
o The only structure we propose to redevelop is the WPA building, subject to the
conditions noted above. It would be our intent to preserve its exterior which is the
primary source of its historical interest. The building’s interior would be redeveloped in
its entirety. However, if the city feels there are any components that should be retained
to preserve its significance, we are interested in hearing further details and
incorporating them where possible.

It is our assessment that what has been presented here in this initial proposal conforms, or is intended
to conform, with the Redevelopment Plan, the city’s Comprehensive Plan (The Papillion Plan) and city
design standards and the Downtown Overlay District design standards, building standards, city codes
and applicable city ordinances. As the process progresses, we will notify the city if we anticipate the
need to request variances and are willing to explore these in order to pursue the intent of the IRFP.
Financial Plan
1. Pro Forma Statement
a. This is provided as Exhibit E
b. The pro forma evaluates the multifamily project of Phase 1 only. We anticipate that to
be a stand-alone development and its likelihood of securing financing is stronger
without commercial variables.
c. If the city is amenable to our ideas regarding the use of the WPA building and the
acquisition of a tenant for the street-level retail of Phase 1 we can develop those
numbers separately.
2. Other Financial Information
3. Justification for City Financial Assistance
a. Our pro forma uses a number of aggressive variables including cap rate, interest rate,
cost estimates, and ongoing expense controls. The sum of these variables creates a
picture of substantial risk.
b. We also note above several development challenges.
c. We recommend exploring these further in interviews to assure the comfort of the city.
4. Other Actions Requested
a. We request a strong commitment toward city development to extend the contemplated
pedestrian/bike bridge across the creek.
b. Like the use of “real” cobblestone/brick, this would be a key differentiator in creating a
rare and positive synergy between the downtown and outside activity, in this case the
public athletic facilities on the south side. This is a high-leverage opportunity and we
urge strong consideration of a timeline for its execution.
5. Contingencies/Conditions of the Developer/Development Team

•

This proposal is based on a variety of assumptions including the following:
o Agreement for city to provide funding for the garage. We would be open to any
evaluation of that project that would allow it to be available for public parking, however
as a practical matter this could be a very difficult to do.
o Allocation of street-assigned overflow parking for additional units plus
management/leasing/maintenance staff parking.
o Land would be subject to full environmental update and provided clear of any issues
o Commitment from city to acquire properties to the north for future apartment
expansion.
 First right of refusal on adjacent land that is purchased or aggregated by the city
o Flexibility to apply TIF proceeds to vertical construction if available and if needed

Conclusion
The ideas we are presenting are just the beginning. We are excited at the possibility of working with you
to catalyze something special in downtown Papillion. We hope you will give our proposal strong
consideration and we await further questions and the opportunity to discuss in greater detail.
Thank you.

Kevyn Sopinski

Brian Reilly

(402) 934-2990

(402) 493-2800
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Papillion Mixed-Use

Revised
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Sources and Uses

Loan
Developer TIF proceeds
Land
Land value credit
Investor Equity
Developer Fee
Total Sources

75%
l

Uses
Land & Land Development Costs
Land
1.1
Streets/roads/curbs/landscape
Total Land Costs
Structures
Construction - Apartments
$
Winter conditions
Commercial Tenant Imprvmnt
$
Contractor Bond
Construction - Pool & etc
Construction Contingency
Contractor Profit
Total Hard Costs

50%

$

2.00

95,000.00
-

5.0%
10%

Total Land & Hard Costs
Soft Costs
Architect and Engineer
Developer Fee
Finance Fee - Lender
Interest during construct
Builders Risk
Legal/Appraisal
Survey, Title, Recording
Planning, Dev/Permitting
Total soft costs
Total uses before reserves
Other Non Mortgage uses
Initial Operating Reserve
Working Capital Reserve
Contractors Profit
Total Non Mortgage uses
Total Uses

$5,101,904
$795,725
$95,832
$100,000
$750,000
$139,294
$6,843,461

$95,832
$250,000
$345,832
$4,845,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$242,250
$484,500
$5,571,750
$5,917,582

3%
5%
1.0%

$145,350
$278,588
$51,019
$200,000
$40,000
$50,000
$20,000
$100,000
$884,957
$6,802,539

$0
$6,802,539

Value (cap rate)
Cost
Loan to Cost
Cost - Valuation Spread

Interest Rate
Term (months)
Amortization
Annual Debt Service
Stabilized NOI
Debt Service Coverage Ratio

$6,899,145
$6,802,539
75%

1.4%

$96,606

5.25%
120
30
$338,075
$379,453
1.12

Total Units
AVG Unit SF
Per Unit Costs

51 units
612 sf

Total Land Cost Per Unit
Structure Cost Per Unit
Soft Cost Per Unit
Total cost per unit

Annual Pre-Tax Cash Flow after debt service/reserves
Equity Return

Project-Related City-Provided Costs
Garage
50 $

5.50%

20,000

$6,781
$99,750
$17,352
$123,883

$41,378
5.5%

$1,000,000

0.0663

Revised
Papillion Mixed-Use

12/14/2018

TIF Eligible Expenses
Architect and Engineer
Financing fee
Construction loan interest cost
Survey, Title, recording
Legal, appraisal
Planning, development, permitting
Land
Streets/roads/curbs/landscape
TIF development fee
Attorney fee
Finance fee
1%
City Adm. Fees
Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Term
Constant
15 years TIF at 5.5%
0.0981

Annual property tax
$
106,969

Costs
TIF development fee
Attorney fee
Finance fee
City Adm. Fees
Land
$
2.00
Total

$
$
$
$
$
$

25,000
40,000
9,814
15,000
95,832
185,646

$

795,725

Net TIF cash available for equity

1%
1.1

145,350
51,019
200,000
20,000
50,000
100,000
95,832
250,000
50,000
50,000
9,814
15,000
1,037,015

TIF
$

1,090,412

$

90%
981,370
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•
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•
•
•
•

Development: DP’s principal developer is its CEO, Terry Clauff. Since 1971 Terry has built
apartments and retail in Omaha, the Quad Cities and throughout Nebraska and the Midwest.
Engineering: Doug Halvorsen and Eric Benson of Olsson Associates have prepared the initial
layout. Doug has worked with DP since the development of Miracle Hills 40 years ago.
Legal work for DP’s developments is coordinated by Michael Carter Law, LLC. Mike has been
affiliated with Dial for 30 years.
Financial arrangements are coordinated by Krista Vanderpool, principal of KV Financial Services,
LLC. Krista has been affiliated with Dial for 30 years.
Dial has a variety of local and national lending relationships for real estate, TIF and other
incentive lending vehicles. Lenders include banks, conduit, life and HUD sources. Lender/lenders
for this project will be determined as the project matures.

Overview
Throughout our evaluation of the project we have tried to keep in mind the stated goals of the
Comprehensive Plan. Among them:
•
•
•

The city would find ideal a proposal that incorporates all four parcels in three separate but
integrated phases.
Mixed-use developments are encouraged within this district.
Do not change the historic character of Washington St./downtown

These goals led us to an evaluation of all three phases of the redevelopment, as well as the downtown
as a whole. We attempted to meld these goals with our understanding of land use, traffic flow, practical

development, plus an overriding belief that getting residents to live in the downtown area is the spark
that ignites future development.
That belief is directly consistent with the City’s stated goals of “Strengthen downtown as a mixed-use
urban environment” and “Increase the number of people who live downtown”, as well as supportive of
the other stated goals.
At this point please refer to the four attached exhibits prepared by Olsson:
Exhibit 1:
In this exhibit we explored only developing what is currently controlled and offered by the city.
Phase 1: two parcels totaling 1.29ac (includes WPA Building) #010300952 & #010604480
After many iterations of evaluation, we came to the conclusion that multifamily development on Phase
1 is its highest and best use. However, it includes many challenges:
•

•
•
•

An extreme shortage of available land
o Necessitates vertical development for density
o Necessitates garage for parking
Potential complications related to the creek
Competition from newer/bigger sites nearby
Proximity to poorly presented/maintained sites that could detrimentally impact leasing and/or
quality of residency

The multifamily project has been designed to wrap around the WPA building. The land cost noted in the
pro forma deducts a portion assuming city retention of the WPA building.
Recognizing its significance to the city, we propose repurposing the WPA in two parts:
•
•
•
•

North End: temporary leasing office for apartments with potential for permanent location
South End: a small-business owner shop – ideally a coffee shop - facing toward future public
space to the south.
Ideally we would like to have a right via option or other structure to attempt to lease the space
prior to taking ownership, before pursuing either of the two previously noted uses.
If, for example, the city is able to develop a bike/pedestrian bridge across the creek and work to
create interconnectivity with the bike trail system we feel there is an opportunity for a bikethemed restaurant/bar. We have noted the popularity of Aksarben’s bars/restaurants as a
collection point for trail traffic. So you can see that we feel these trail connections may be an
important differentiator for the future of downtown.

If these ideas are accepted the cost of the WPA building is assumed at the land cost in the attached pro
forma, with tenant improvements being solely the responsibility of developer.
Phase 2: 0.38ac 145 W 2nd St.
We evaluated using the Phase 2 land for a set of additional apartment units above street retail bays and
garage. The very small size of this parcel led us to evaluate and prepare it as part of a larger

development in Exhibit 2. However, we have since learned of the Fyra proposal and we will defer our
interest to them with the offer to cooperate with them for the good of downtown.
Phase 3: 0.47ac 146 N Adams St.
Since this parcel is several years from delivery we deferred any development interest for now. Our
thought is that its strategic locations between the creek and the proposed W. 2nd Entertainment District
makes it ideal for a civic plaza/public space, as noted on P.3 of the June 2016 redevelopment document.
We would encourage Papillion to explore a variety of potential uses for this space and would like to
explore that in greater detail during interviews.
The list of city improvements noted on P.11 are anticipated as part of the plan to make the area
surrounding Phase 1 more amenable to residency and live/work/play environment. Olsson illustrated
several of these:
•
•

Widening 80’ right-of-way streets to 100’ to create comfortable pedestrian access
Curbs, gutters, sidewalks

Our proposal does not show this but we encourage the “colored brick” noted for W 2nd Ave on P.11 to
be real brick or cobblestone pavers that are authentic and create a visceral, tactile feel that harkens
back to history when walking or driving over them. We think an investment by the city in that detail will
differentiate this area from similar areas (ex Benson). The street itself becomes a form of public art and
yields development improvements/results on neighboring parcels.
Exhibit 2:
This exhibit was an expansion of Exhibit 1 to include a larger building on Phase 2 and its adjoining parcel.
As noted we have deferred to Fyra.
Exhibit 3:
This exhibit anticipates an expansion/Phase 2 of the multifamily development. However, since this land
is not currently controlled by the city we present it only as a suggestion that the city take steps to
aggregate the adjacent land and relocate the tenants to create a developable space.
Exhibit 4:
This exhibit is a vision, from our point of view in conjunction with Olsson, of a 20-year development
plan. Key features:
•
•
•

An iconic landscape feature (monument or other) at the south end of N Adams St/west end of E
1st St. to create a focus and a “memorable experience”.
Several new parking fields to continue to accommodate traffic and activity created by these
initial developments, making it a “place to go rather than a place to move through”
A pedestrian and auto-friendly grid system to catalyze flow, interconnectivity and livability

Development challenges we perceive:
•

Phases address only part of the overall downtown. Being the pioneer incurs the risk of new
development being next to less desirable parcels for extended length of time.

•
•
•
•

Aging infrastructure: the development relies on city commitment to update its infrastructure as
suggested in the IRFP
Lack of public parking
Lack of clear, understandable traffic flow
Lack of significant employment, residence and amenities that attract outside activity on a
regular basis. The downtown serves as a focal point for many community activities, but they are
intermittent.

Initial Redevelopment Proposal
Below is our response to each item noted in the IRFP:
•

•
•

•
•

•

•
•

Parcels to be developed:
o Phase 1 only (parcels noted above). We have strong interest in Phase 2 but defer to a
friendly neighbor’s proposal. We agree with the June 2016 city proposal that Phase 3
should be public gathering space
Site Plan:
o See exhibits in four parts
Quantification of Uses:
o Commercial SF:
 Our proposal anticipates up to 8,000sf of street-level retail in the Phase 1
development. However, our proposal to develop it is contingent upon finding a
tenant to support the development costs. Currently no such tenant has been
identified.
o Residential units – number & sf:
 The exhibits reflect 32 units; our pro forma anticipates up to 51 units.
 The gross leasable area of apartments would be approx. 31,200sf.
 The total sf of the multifamily project would be approximately 36,000sf plus
podium.
o Parking – off-street:
 We propose city funding of a 50-stall ground-level concrete podium garage to
support parking for the residences above.
 We recognize the expense to the city but believe that this project, combined
with street improvements will catalyze activity throughout downtown.
Description of Redevelopment Projects
o Refer to narrative above.
Necessary Public Improvement Upgrades or Additions:
o We anticipate the city following through on most/all of the potential improvements
noted on P.11 of the IFRP.
Necessary Property Acquisition and/or Demolition
o We strongly recommend immediate acquisition and demolition of the parcels directly
north of the Phase 1 ground.
Zoning Changes:
o Our proposed development of Phase 1 land is consistent with proposed zoning.
Estimated New Assessed Valuations

•

•

•

o Please refer to Exhibit E for estimated assessment
Estimated Costs of Redeveloped Improvements
o The multifamily development is new. The redevelopment of the WPA will be evaluated
in greater detail subject to city interest in our proposed use.
Narrative Description of Design Proposed (re Objectives of IFRP, Ch 5 of Papillion Plan, and
zoning standards)
o See narrative above.
Narrative describing Structures to be Redeveloped or Demolished:
o The only structure we propose to redevelop is the WPA building, subject to the
conditions noted above. It would be our intent to preserve its exterior which is the
primary source of its historical interest. The building’s interior would be redeveloped in
its entirety. However, if the city feels there are any components that should be retained
to preserve its significance, we are interested in hearing further details and
incorporating them where possible.

It is our assessment that what has been presented here in this initial proposal conforms, or is intended
to conform, with the Redevelopment Plan, the city’s Comprehensive Plan (The Papillion Plan) and city
design standards and the Downtown Overlay District design standards, building standards, city codes
and applicable city ordinances. As the process progresses, we will notify the city if we anticipate the
need to request variances and are willing to explore these in order to pursue the intent of the IRFP.
Financial Plan
1. Pro Forma Statement
a. This is provided as Exhibit E
b. The pro forma evaluates the multifamily project of Phase 1 only. We anticipate that to
be a stand-alone development and its likelihood of securing financing is stronger
without commercial variables.
c. If the city is amenable to our ideas regarding the use of the WPA building and the
acquisition of a tenant for the street-level retail of Phase 1 we can develop those
numbers separately.
2. Other Financial Information
3. Justification for City Financial Assistance
a. Our pro forma uses a number of aggressive variables including cap rate, interest rate,
cost estimates, and ongoing expense controls. The sum of these variables creates a
picture of substantial risk.
b. We also note above several development challenges.
c. We recommend exploring these further in interviews to assure the comfort of the city.
4. Other Actions Requested
a. We request a strong commitment toward city development to extend the contemplated
pedestrian/bike bridge across the creek.
b. Like the use of “real” cobblestone/brick, this would be a key differentiator in creating a
rare and positive synergy between the downtown and outside activity, in this case the
public athletic facilities on the south side. This is a high-leverage opportunity and we
urge strong consideration of a timeline for its execution.
5. Contingencies/Conditions of the Developer/Development Team

•

This proposal is based on a variety of assumptions including the following:
o Agreement for city to provide funding for the garage. We would be open to any
evaluation of that project that would allow it to be available for public parking, however
as a practical matter this could be a very difficult to do.
o Allocation of street-assigned overflow parking for additional units plus
management/leasing/maintenance staff parking.
o Land would be subject to full environmental update and provided clear of any issues
o Commitment from city to acquire properties to the north for future apartment
expansion.
 First right of refusal on adjacent land that is purchased or aggregated by the city
o Flexibility to apply TIF proceeds to vertical construction if available and if needed

Conclusion
The ideas we are presenting are just the beginning. We are excited at the possibility of working with you
to catalyze something special in downtown Papillion. We hope you will give our proposal strong
consideration and we await further questions and the opportunity to discuss in greater detail.
Thank you.

Kevyn Sopinski

Brian Reilly

(402) 934-2990

(402) 493-2800

