
 

CITY OF WESTFIELD, IN 
Redevelopment Commission Meeting Agenda  

 

 

BOARD OR COMMISSION: Redevelopment Commission Meeting 
MEETING DATE: Monday, March 16, 2026 at 6:00 PM 

MEETING PLACE: Westfield City Hall- Assembly Room 
   
THE FOLLOWING AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE AT THE DISCRETION OF REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
 
Joe Plankis, President | Mayor Appointed | 1-year term | 1/1/26-12/31/26 
Chip Parsley, Vice President | City Council Appointed | 1-year term | 1/1/26-12/31/26 
Steve Latour, Secretary | Mayor Appointed | 1-year term | 1/1/26-12/31/26 
Brian Tomamichel | City Council Appointed | 1-year term | 1/1/26-12/31/26 
Patrick Downey | Mayor Appointed | 1-year term | 1/1/26-12/31/26 
Carrie Larrison | School Board Appointed | 2-year term | 1/1/25-12/31/26 | (non-voting) 
 

  
CALL TO ORDER  
  
a. Declaration of quorum and opening of meeting 
  
b. Pledge of Allegiance 
  
c. Announce any Changes to Agenda 
  
  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
  
Document: Minutes from February 17, 2026 
  
  
APPROVAL OF EXECUTIVE SESSION MEMORANDUM  
  
Document: Executive Session Memorandum from February 17, 2026 
  
  
FINANCIAL MATTERS  
  
Clerk Treasurer's Reports 
Documents: 

• Clerk Treasurer's Monthly (February) Report 
• Clerk Treasurer's Fund Summary Report (February) 
• Clerk Treasurer's (February) Interest Income Report 
• Clerk Treasurer's Legal & Municipal Advisors Report (February) 
• Clerk Treasurer's 2025 Annual Report  

 
  
Approval of Claims 
Document: Claims for March 16, 2026 
  
  
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT  
  
  
OLD BUSINESS 
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NEW BUSINESS  
  
a. 2025 TIF Management Report - Bondry 
Document: 2025 TIF Management Report 
  
b. Action Item #1 - 2026 RDC Spending Plan Update 
Document: 2026 RDC Spending Plan Update 
  
c. Action Item #2 - 2026 Budget 
Document: 2026 Budget 
  
d. Public Hearing on Ice Hockey Facility BOT Recommendation  
  
e. Action Item #3 - Resolution 05-2026 re:Ice Hockey Facility Recommendation and BOT Award 
Document: Resolution 05-2026, BOT Recommendation Memo, Proposal Summary 
  
f. Action Item #4 - Resolution 06-2026 re:Grand Park North Area BOT Phase 1 - GMP 1 and GMP 2 
Document:Resolution 06-2026 
  
  
OTHER BUSINESS  
  
a. Next Regular Meeting: Monday, April 20th, 2026, 6:00 PM 
  
  
ADJOURNMENT  
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 2026 Beginning 
Budget 

 YTD Claims 
Approved & 

Applied 

 Monthly Beginning 
Balance 

 MTD Claims 
Approved & 

Applied 
Fund No.-Name Description

244-RDC Capital Fund
244018330-Legal 450,000.00$          (38,862.66)$      411,137.34$             

Wallack Somers & Haas (38,500.00)$           
Barnes & Thornburg (4,183.00)$             

244018349-Services 920,000.00$          (36,061.17)$      883,938.83$             
Card & Associates (4,412.17)$             
Bondry Management (10,000.00)$           
Banning Engineering (1,677.50)$             
Hamilton County Reporter (157.04)$                 
JS Held (3,959.50)$             
CrossRoad Engineers (995.50)$                 
The Superlative Group (5,000.00)$             

244018474-Land Purchase 3,766,397.00$      3,766,397.00$         
5,136,397.00$      (74,923.83)$      5,061,473.17$         (68,884.71)$            $      4,992,588.46 

266-Capital Projects 2026 RDC Budget 266018 -$                             $                                -   

Fund No.-Name Description

 2026 Beginning 
Budget 

 YTD Claims 
Approved & 

Applied 

 Monthly Beginning 
Balance 

 MTD Claims 
Approved & 

Applied 
 Ending Balance 

301-Eastside 1,147,350.00$       $   (301,975.00) 845,375.00$             -$                           845,375.00$          

302-Aurora -$                            -$                               -$                            

303-Lantern Commons 396,000.00$          396,000.00$             -$                           396,000.00$          

304-Southside -$                            -$                               -$                            

305-Grand Juntion IMI Aggregates 2,437,500.00$      (280,353.77)$   2,157,146.23$         (5,269.36)$             2,151,876.87$      

306-Osborne Trails Encumbered PO 918,000.00$          -$                       918,000.00$             (1,177,130.00)$    (259,130.00)$         

308-Osborne Trails South -$                            -$                            

309-Eagletown 1,148,990.00$      (177,802.50)$   971,187.50$             971,187.50$          

310-SEP 221,240.00$          (117,467.21)$   103,772.79$             103,772.79$          

311-Spring Mill Centre 122,710.00$          122,710.00$             122,710.00$          

314-Spring Mill Station SWC -$                            -$                            

316-Mainstreet Transfer-2012B Regions Bank 898,087.00$          898,087.00$             (47,276.25)$           850,810.75$          

317-146th Street 807,000.00$          807,000.00$             807,000.00$          

318-Gigabit 152,008.00$          152,008.00$             152,008.00$          

319-Spring Mill Station 1,789,000.00$      1,789,000.00$         1,789,000.00$      

327-Union Square 320,000.00$          320,000.00$             320,000.00$          

328-Wheeler Landing Debt Payment-Star Financial 719,913.00$          719,913.00$             (242,489.72)$        477,423.28$          

448-Eagletown DSR -$                            -$                            

Total Budget to Actual* 16,214,195.00$   (952,522.31)$   15,261,672.69$      (1,541,050.04)$    13,720,622.65$   

February  2026-Appropriation Detail

 Ending Balance 

February “Budget to Actual” reflects both month-to-date (MTD) and year-to-date (YTD) totals. The January “Budget to Actual” did not include Fund 244.
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 Beginning 
Balance 

 MTD Actual 
Disbursed Cash Investment

Total

Fund No.-Name Description
244-RDC Capital Fund 13,551,203.73$   (68,884.71)$           

Denison Parking
Reimbursement-Bond Closing
Denison Parking

266-Capital Projects 266018-RDC Only -$                           -$                           -$                           
13,551,203.73$   (68,884.71)$            $   13,482,319.02 13,482,319.02$   

Fund No.-Name Description
 Beginning 

Balance 
 MTD Actual 
Disbursed 

 Ending Bank 
Balance 

 Cash in Investments 
Available TIF 

Cash
301-Eastside Bond Payment 1,013,308.31$      -$                           1,013,308.31$      700,000.00$                 1,713,308.31$      

302-Aurora 618,693.05$          618,693.05$          500,000.00$                 1,118,693.05$      

303-Lantern Commons -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                           

304-Southside -$                           -$                           -$                           -$                           

305-Grand Juntion 2,129,319.46$      (5,269.36)$             2,124,050.10$      1,000,000.00$             3,124,050.10$      

306-Osborne Trails A &F Engineering 900,923.25$          (63,949.70)$           836,973.55$          400,000.00$                 1,236,973.55$      

308-Osborne Trails South 117,539.62$          117,539.62$          117,539.62$          

309-Eagletown 2,098,576.27$      2,098,576.27$      400,000.00$                 2,498,576.27$      

310-SEP Bond Payment (from January) 355,157.40$          (117,467.21)$        237,690.19$          237,690.19$          

311-Spring Mill Centre -$                           -$                           -$                           -$                           

314-Spring Mill Station SWC 41,796.95$            41,796.95$            41,796.95$            

316-Mainstreet 1,531,463.02$      (47,276.25)$           1,484,186.77$      250,000.00$                 1,734,186.77$      

317-146th Street 1,155,477.48$      1,155,477.48$      3,300,000.00$             4,455,477.48$      

318-Gigabit -$                           -$                           -$                           

319-Spring Mill Station 588,549.21$          588,549.21$          2,600,000.00$             3,188,549.21$      

324-Eagletown DSR -$                           -$                           80.23$                             80.23$                      

327-Union Square 13,925.63$            13,925.63$            13,925.63$            

328-Wheeler Landing 242,489.72$          242,489.72$          242,489.72$          

Total* 24,358,423.10$   9,559,948.54$      9,150,080.23$              18,710,028.77$   

Febuary 2026-Fund Summary

 Ending Bank 
Balance 

January 2026 totals excluded Fund 244.
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2026 Interest Income January February March April May June July August September October November December 2026 Y-T-D Total
301-Eastside 2,140.32$        1,921.21$        4,061.53$                   
302-Aurora 1,528.80$        1,372.30$        2,901.10$                   
303-Lantern Commons
304-Southside
305-Grand Juntion 3,057.60$        2,744.58$        5,802.18$                   
306-Osborne Trails 1,223.04$        1,097.84$        2,320.88$                   
309-Eagletown 1,223.04$        1,097.84$        2,320.88$                   
310-SEP
311-Spring Mill Centre
316-Mainstreet 764.40$            686.15$            1,450.55$                   
317-146th Street 10,090.08$     9,057.08$        19,147.16$                
318-Gigabit
319-Spring Mill Station 7,949.76$        7,135.88$        15,085.64$                
324-Eagletown DSR 0.31$                 0.28$                 0.59$                            
327-Union Square
328-Wheeler Landing
448-Eagletown DSR 787.69$            1,315.67$        2,103.36$                   
Total Interest from TIF Investments 28,765.04$     26,428.83$     55,193.87$                

Lifetime Interest by Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 Lifetime Total
244-RDC Capital -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                 -$                      
301-Eastside 9,705.20$        7,012.33$        41,614.67$     4,061.53$     62,393.73$        
302-Aurora 3,365.96$        26,627.75$     21,042.91$     2,901.10$     53,937.72$        
303-Lantern Commons (AKA Front Street)
304-Southside
305-Grand Juntion 35,510.93$     17,530.86$     38,098.76$     5,802.18$     96,942.73$        
306-Osborne Trails 15,239.51$     2,320.88$     17,560.39$        
309-Eagletown 33,042.55$     5,259.23$        19,125.38$     2,320.88$     59,748.04$        
310-SEP
311-Spring Mill Centre
316-Mainstreet 19,354.30$     5,200.60$        13,290.26$     1,450.55$     39,295.71$        
317-146th Street 28,049.71$     159,771.88$  142,179.00$  19,147.16$  349,147.75$     
318-Gigabit
319-Spring Mill Station 16,829.82$     92,221.14$     108,208.05$  15,085.64$  232,344.65$     
324-Eagletown DSR -$                   4,818.13$        14,012.18$     0.59$              18,830.90$        
327-Union Square
328-Wheeler Landing
448-Eagletown DSR -$                   -$                   265.20$            2,103.36$     2,368.56$          
Life-to-Date of Investments 145,858.47$  318,441.92$  413,075.92$  55,193.87$  932,570.18$     
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Docket Date Vendor Fund No. Amount
1/13/2026 Wallack Somers & Haas 244 28,581.26$     
1/13/2026 Barnes & Thornburg 244 10,281.40$     
2/12/2026 Wallack Somers & Haas 244 38,500.00$     
2/12/2026 Barnes & Thornburg 244 4,183.00$        

Total-Legal 81,545.66$     

1/13/2026 Bondry Management Consulting 244 25,000.00$     
2/12/2026 Bondry Management Consulting 244 10,000.00$     

Total-Municipal Advisor 35,000.00$     

Grand Total 116,545.66$  
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Prepared by Marla Ailor, Clerk Treasurer 

 
WESTFIELD REDEVELOPMENT 

COMMISSION-ANNUAL 

TREASURER’S REPORT 

For the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2025 
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2025 REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION REPORT 

PURSUANT TO IC 36-7-14-8 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 

Westfield Redevelopment Commission 
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 Clerk-Treasurer’s Role        2 

 Employees Who Serve the Commission     3 

 General Fund Expenditures       4 

 

2024 Financial Summary  

 Overview of TIF         5 

 Property Tax Revenue        5 

 Year-End Fund Balances        6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The report has been prepared to comply with Indiana Code 36-7-14-8 with information 

available as of March 6, 2026, and would, generally, not be audited. 
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Westfield Redevelopment Commission Background 

The Westfield Redevelopment Commission (“RDC”) is a body of five voting members and one 
non-voting member that oversees redevelopment activities as authorized under Indiana Code 
36-7-14. These activities include acquiring real property; constructing and improving public 
infrastructure such as roads, utilities, and parks; rehabilitating or demolishing structures; 
disposing of property; and supporting redevelopment through financing and other economic 
development initiatives within the City of Westfield (“City”). The Commission also evaluates 
areas that may benefit from redevelopment and may establish Tax Increment Financing (“TIF”) 
allocation areas to support economic growth. 

The RDC may adopt resolutions authorizing the issuance of redevelopment revenue bonds in 
the name of the City. Bond proceeds may be used to acquire property and finance 
redevelopment projects within designated Economic Development Areas (“EDA”). Once 
adopted by the RDC, bond resolutions are reviewed by the Common Council for authorization. 

Commission Members and Officers 

Mayor’s Appointment and President: Joe Plankis (01/01/2025 – 12/31/2025) 
Mayor’s Appointment: Brian Pawlowski (01/01/2025 – 07/31/2025) 
Mayor’s Appointment: Steve Latour (08/01/2025 – 12/31/2025) 
Mayor’s Appointment: Larry Kemper (01/01/2025 – 12/31/2025) 
Council Appointment and Vice President: Jon Dartt (01/01/2025 – 12/31/2025) 
Council Appointment and Secretary: Brian Tomamichel (01/01/2025 – 12/31/2025) 

Members of the Redevelopment Commission do not receive per diem compensation; 
therefore, no aggregate compensation is reported. 

Clerk-Treasurer / Fiscal Officer 

Pursuant to Indiana Code 36-7-14-8(b), the fiscal officer of the unit that established the 
Redevelopment Commission serves as the Commission’s treasurer. In Westfield, the Clerk-
Treasurer fulfills this role and is responsible for the administration, investment, and 
disbursement of RDC funds in accordance with state law governing public funds. 

Employees Serving the Redevelopment Commission 

Jenell Fairman, Director of Economic Development, serves as the Executive Director of the 
Redevelopment Commission. 
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The RDC also receives administrative, financial, engineering, planning, and project 
management support from City staff in the normal course of their duties. During the reporting 
period, these services were provided by David Brock (Project Manager / Office Administrator), 
Rachel Baker (Redevelopment Finance Manager), Claire Gelinas (Economic Development 
Strategist), Lauren Wahl (Redevelopment Strategist), Chris Larsen (Director of Informatics), 
John Nail (Director of Public Works), Kevin Todd (Director of Community Development), Marla 
Ailor (Clerk-Treasurer), and Matt Deck (Director of Facilities & Events). These services are 
provided as part of normal municipal operations and are not separately billed to the 
Commission. 

Financial Administration and Fund Structure 

Redevelopment activities administered by the Commission are supported through the City’s 
Capital Projects Fund (Fund 266) and the Redevelopment Commission Capital Fund (Fund 244). 
Fund 266 receives appropriations approved by the Common Council and may transfer funds to 
Fund 244 when authorized by Council resolution. 

Fund 244 serves as the primary operating fund of the Redevelopment Commission and 
accounts for redevelopment-related revenues and expenditures, including grants, property 
acquisition, capital improvements, professional services, and other redevelopment project 
costs. 

Relationship Between City Capital Funding and Redevelopment Grants 

In certain cases, the City may appropriate funds to the Capital Projects Fund (Fund 266) for 
redevelopment-related initiatives approved by the Common Council. When authorized by 
Council resolution, these funds may be transferred from Fund 266 to the Redevelopment 
Commission Capital Fund (Fund 244) to support redevelopment activities administered by the 
Redevelopment Commission. The Commission may subsequently authorize grants from Fund 
244 to support specific redevelopment projects consistent with its statutory authority and 
redevelopment objectives. 

Redevelopment Grants and Project Support 

The Redevelopment Commission has authorized grants from Fund 244 to the Downtown 
Westfield Community Development Corporation (“DWCDC”) to support redevelopment and 
economic development projects within the City. The DWCDC is a nonprofit public benefit 
corporation organized to support activities that promote commercial and residential 
development and other redevelopment initiatives benefiting the City. 
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Pursuant to RDC resolutions and executed grant agreements, funds from the RDC Capital Fund 
have been granted to the DWCDC for specific redevelopment projects, including property 
acquisition, redevelopment planning, and related improvements consistent with the 
Commission’s objectives. 

For financial reporting purposes, the City’s financial statement compiler has determined that 
the DWCDC is a blended component unit of the City of Westfield. As such, its financial activity 
is included within the City’s reporting entity and incorporated into the City’s Annual 
Comprehensive Financial Report. 

Through 2025, the Redevelopment Commission authorized and the City transferred 
approximately $17 million in grants from the RDC Capital Fund to the DWCDC for 
redevelopment-related projects approved by the Commission. 

General Purpose Expenditures 

Expenditures of the Redevelopment Commission are reflected in the vendor-based reporting 
format used in the Clerk-Treasurer’s financial reports. During the reporting period, 
expenditures from the RDC Capital Fund primarily consisted of professional services 
supporting redevelopment activities and financing matters. These services included legal 
counsel provided by Wallack Somers & Haas and Barnes & Thornburg LLP, as well as municipal 
advisory services provided by Bondry Management Consulting. 

Tax Increment Financing Overview 

Tax Increment Financing (“TIF”) is a financing mechanism used by local governments to 
support redevelopment and economic development activities. Under TIF, increases in assessed 
property value within a designated allocation area are captured, and the resulting incremental 
property tax revenue is used to finance public improvements and redevelopment projects 
within that area. The statutory authority governing redevelopment commissions and TIF 
financing is found in Indiana Code 36-7-14. 

A TIF district is formally referred to as an allocation area, which is the portion of a 
redevelopment project area to which property tax allocation provisions apply for the purpose 
of distributing incremental property tax revenues generated within that area. 
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Eastside  $       2,698,617 

Aurora  $          375,837 

Grand Junction  $       3,641,587 

Osborne Trails  $          869,369 

Osborne Trails South  $            78,018 

Eagletown  $       2,432,161 

SEP  $          286,676  

Spring Mill Centre  $            58,617  

Spring Mill Station SWC  $            28,717 

Mainstreet  $       1,542,265  

146th Street  $       1,097,057 

Gigabit  $          128,941  

Spring Mill Station  $       1,141,688  

Union Square  $            27,851  

Wheeler Landing  $          507,585 

  

Total of Revenue from TIF  $    14,914,988 
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Year-End Fund Balances by TIF 
 

The Year-End Fund Balance by TIF, reports the consolidated fund balance statement by each TIF (fund).   

 

 
 

As of December 31, 2023, $0 RDC cash was invested except for interest income of $145,858.47 which was 

reinvested in the Goldman Sachs Liquidity Fund.  In January 2024, $7,600,000 was transferred and invested into the 

Goldman Sachs.  City has access to these funds within 48 hours notice. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fund No. Fund Name December 2024 December 2025

301 Eastside 1,672,031$                     2,673,616$                     

302 Aurora 772,849                          1,169,730                       

303 Lantern Commons -                                   -                                   

304 Southside -                                   -                                   

305 Grand Junction 2,117,264                       3,495,544                       

306 Osborne Trails 431,554                          1,316,163                       

308 Osborne Trails South 39,522                             117,540                          

309 Eagletown 1,034,425                       2,733,806                       

310 SEP 291,618                          355,157                          

311 Spring Mill Centre -                                   -                                   

314 Spring Mill Station SWC 13,080                             41,797                             

316 Mainstreet 759,770                          1,819,308                       

317 146th St 3,954,622                       3,285,478                       

318 Gigabit -                                   -                                   

319 Spring Mill Station 3,380,627                       3,405,814                       

324 Eagletown DSR 358,936                          371,802                          

327 Union Square 28,360                             13,926                             

328 Wheeler Landing 99,580                             242,490                          

Total Fund Cash & Investment Balances: 14,954,237$                   21,042,171$                   

WESTFIELD REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Summary of Fund Cash & Investment Balances
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

The following report has been prepared on behalf of the Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission in compliance with
Indiana Code 36-7-14-13, and it includes information regarding the operating activities of the Commission and its tax 

increment allocation areas for the calendar year ending December 31, 2025.

Bondry Consulting
35 East Main Street, Carmel, IN 46032 | bondryconsulting.com
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Table of Contents Page

Redevelopment Commission Information 3

Tax Increment Allocation Area - General Information 4

Tax Increment Allocation Area - Financial Information 5 - 6

Residential Tax Increment Allocation Area Information 7

Outstanding Debt Information 8

Note: The parcel lists for each of the Commission's tax increment allocation areas have been attached separately to maintain brevity in the report
and legibility of the detailed parcel information. 

Bondry Consulting
35 East Main Street, Carmel, IN 46032 | bondryconsulting.com
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Redevelopment Commission Information

Commissioners:
Name Title Start Date End Date

Joe Plankis President 1/1/2025 12/31/2025
Jon Dartt Vice-President 1/1/2025 12/31/2025

Brian Tomamichel Secretary 1/1/2025 12/31/2025
Larry Kemper Member 1/1/2025 12/31/2025

Brian Pawlowski Member 1/1/2025 8/18/2025
Steve Latour Member 8/18/2025 12/31/2025

Carrie Larrison (1) Non-Voting Member 1/1/2025 12/31/2025

Commissioners Removed during Calendar Year 2025:
Name Title Start Date End Date

Brian Pawlowski Member 1/1/2025 8/18/2025

Employees of the Commission: 
Name Title Compensation

N/A N/A N/A

(1) Westfield-Washington School Board representative. 

Bondry Consulting
35 East Main Street, Carmel, IN 46032 | bondryconsulting.com Page 3 | 8

Page 59 of 139



Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Tax Increment Allocation Area - General Information

General Information:
Allocation Area T-Code Indiana Code Function Description Established Expires

(1)
Eagletown T29703 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 5/14/2008 Pay 2039

Grand Junction T29704 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 7/7/2009 25 Years
Mainstreet T29706 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Expansion Area 8/29/2011 Pay 2038
East Side T29707 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 2/21/2007 Pay 2038

146th Street T29708 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/25/2013 25 Years
Southside T29709 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 7/9/2013 25 Years

Spring Mill Station T29710 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 7/21/2014 25 Years
Spring Mill Station SWC T29712 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 10/28/2015 25 Years

Union Square T29714 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 11/18/2019 Pay 2048
Osborne Trails T29719 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 9/10/2022 25 Years

Osborne Trails South T29720 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 9/19/2022 25 Years
Park Street T29722 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 8/19/2024 25 Years

Consolidated Aurora T29723 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Consolidated Area 9/16/2024 25 Years
Legacy Aurora 2 (2) T29702 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/30/2008 Pay 2039
Legacy Aurora 3 (2) T29717 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 11/15/2021 25 Years

Southpark T29724 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 9/16/2024 25 Years
Woodwind East T29729 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/21/2025 25 Years

Woodwind South T29730 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/21/2025 25 Years
Ravinia T29731 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/21/2025 25 Years

Kimblewick T29732 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 4/21/2025 25 Years
Gigabit Broadband PP T29711 IC 36-7-14, 25 Designated Taxpayer Original Area 12/15/2014 Pay 2041

Wheeler Landing T29713 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 3/18/2019 Pay 2047
Spring Mill Centre WF T29715 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 4/20/2020 Pay 2046

SEP T29716 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 7/20/2020 Pay 2046
Front Street T29718 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 3/21/2022 Pay 2049
Towne Run T29721 IC 36-7-14, 25 Economic Development Original Area 8/19/2024 25 Years

Ambrose T29725 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 2/18/2025 Pay 2051
Grand Millenium - Lot A (3) IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 3/17/2025 25 Years
Grand Millenium - Lot B (3) IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 3/17/2025 25 Years
Grand Millenium - Lot C (3) IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 3/17/2025 25 Years

Jersey Street T29733 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 6/16/2025 25 Years
Park & Poplar T29734 IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 5/19/2025 25 Years
Social Square (4) IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 11/17/2025 25 Years

Hamilton Crossroads (4) IC 36-7-14 Economic Development Original Area 11/17/2025 25 Years

(1) Represents the final taxes payable year of revenue collection from the tax increment allocation area. The final distribution will occur in December of
the year listed. "25 Years" represents those areas whose expiration is 25 years after the date on which the first obligation payable is incurred where 
the TIF area has yet to incur an obligation payable, and therefore does not have an expiration date.

(2) The original Aurora 2 and Aurora 3 Allocation Areas maintain their original base assessment dates following the consolidation that was approved in
Resolution 29-2024.

(3) The City is still in the process of working with with CRG Residential LLC to replat the parcels in accordance with Resolution 24-2025. 
(4) The County is still in the process of establishing the area in their property tax system. The base date for the area is taxes payable year 2026.

Note: The current consensus regarding the legal interpretation of the expiration of tax increment allocation areas is that the expiration date refers to
the final year of assessment, and therefore the final year of tax increment revenue collection is the calendar year succeeding the expiration date. For
example, for a tax increment allocation area expiring on June 30, 2040, the final year of revenue collection would be taxes payable 2041, with the
final distribution occurring in December 2041. 
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Tax Increment Allocation Area - Financial Information

Revenues & Expenditures: 
Allocation Area Revenues Expenditures

East Side $2,740,598.99 $2,338,647.00
Consolidated Aurora $397,142.72 $0.00

Front Street $0.00 $0.00
Southside $0.00 $0.00

Grand Junction $3,680,210.25 $1,428,904.91
Osborne Trails $934,528.86 $0.00

Osborne Trails South $28,307.72 $0.00
Eagletown $2,451,496.13 $751,905.00

SEP $286,675.92 $224,902.46
Spring Mill Centre $58,617.45 $36,000.00

Spring Mill Station SWC $28,717.03 $0.00
Mainstreet $1,555,686.10 $496,016.75

146th Street $1,240,949.70 $1,901,000.00
Gigabit Broadband PP $128,940.90 $128,940.88

Spring Mill Station $1,246,458.30 $624,714.84
Union Square $27,851.26 $42,285.16

Wheeler Landing $597,741.99 $1,485,081.90
Ambrose $207,951.48 $207,929.68

$15,611,874.80 $9,666,328.58

Fund Balances:
Allocation Area Fund Name Balance

East Side 301 - Allocation Fund $2,057,265.34
Consolidated Aurora 302 - Allocation Fund $1,139,998.34

Front Street 303 - Allocation Fund $0.00
Southside 304 - Allocation Fund $0.00

Grand Junction 305 - Allocation Fund $3,443,027.43
Osborne Trails 306 - Allocation Fund $1,316,372.67

Osborne Trails South 308 - Allocation Fund $117,539.62
Eagletown 309 - Allocation Fund $2,695,714.07

SEP 310 - Allocation Fund $355,157.40
Spring Mill Centre 311 - Allocation Fund $0.00

Front Street 312 - 2023 Bond Fund $32.57
Grand Junction 313 - 2023 RDA Bond $1,251,721.22

Spring Mill Station SWC 314 - Allocation Fund $41,796.95
Mainstreet 316 - Allocation Fund $1,794,884.49

146th Street 317 - Allocation Fund $4,599,367.76
Gigabit Broadband PP 318 - Allocation Fund $0.00

Spring Mill Station 319 - Allocation Fund $2,693,319.87
Eagletown 324 - Eagletown DSR $0.00

Union Square 327 - Allocation Fund $13,925.63
Wheeler Landing 328 - Allocation Fund $242,489.72

Union Square 332 - 2022 Bond Fund $581,122.07
SEP 364 - 2020 Construction Fund $18.59
SEP 366 - 2020 Bond Fund $212.92

Ambrose 382 - 2025 Bond Fund $21.80
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Tax Increment Allocation Area - Financial Information (Continued)

Fund Balances:
Allocation Area Fund Name Balance

Spring Mill Centre 368 - 2020 Bond Skg Fund $35,683.68
Wheeler Landing 370 - 2021A Bond Fund $0.00
Wheeler Landing 373 - 2022B Bond Fund $5,616.31

Mainstreet 429 - 2012B Bond Interest $1,156.43
Gigabit 443 - MetroNet Bond Fund $64,550.64

Grants & Loans: 
Allocation Area Fund Name Receiving Entity Purpose Amount

(1) (2)
146th Street Allocation Area N/A DWCDC Wood Wind Project $1,500,000.00

(1) Downtown Westfield Community Development Corporation. 
(2) Construction, repair, and/or rehabiliation of three new golf holes as part of Phase 1 of the Wood Wind Project as authorized by Resolution 37-2025.
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Residential Tax Increment Allocation Area Information

General Information:
Allocation Area No. Homes Built Avg. Sales Price
Osborne Trails 785 $406,825

Woodwind East N/A N/A
Woodwind South N/A N/A

Ravinia 22 $522,749
Kimblewick 470 $533,141
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Calendar Year 2025 TIF Management Report
Westfield, Indiana Redevelopment Commission

(Indiana Code 36-7-14-13)

Payment P&I P&I Paid Final 
Amount Outstanding To-Date Maturity

Outstanding Debt Information (1)

Mainstreet Allocation Area
Taxable Economic Development Revenue Bonds, Series 2012B $96,016.75 $1,019,988.25 $1,051,753.75 2/1/2036

Gigabit Broadband PP
Taxable Economic Development Revenue Bonds, Series 2015 $176,512.50 $2,546,537.50 $1,664,025.00 2/1/2040

Eagletown Allocation Area
Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, Series 2016 $351,905.00 $4,029,817.50 $2,987,413.92 2/1/2037

Grand Junction Allocation Area
Lease Rental Bonds of 2024 $1,739,725.00 $26,974,625.00 $2,611,363.33 7/15/2041
Lease Rental BANs, Series 2025A&B $344,422.89 $16,227,600.00 $344,422.89 7/1/2028

Eastside Allocation Area
Tax Increment Refunding Revenue Bonds of 2017 $605,260.00 $2,738,935.00 $3,790,945.06 2/1/2030
Local Income Tax Lease Rental Revenue Bonds, Series 2018 $1,733,387.00 $26,049,794.00 $12,149,458.00 1/1/2041

Spring Mill Centre Allocation Area (2)
Taxable Economic Development Revenue Bonds, Series 2020 $60,000.00 $1,787,600.00 $210,000.00 8/1/2032

 (Spring Mill Centre Project)

SEP Allocation Area (2)
Taxable Economic Development Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, $250,125.00 $4,994,625.00 $1,028,166.67 8/1/2045

 Series 2020 (SEP Project)

Wheeler Landing Allocation Area (2)
Taxable Economic Development Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, $416,500.00 $9,988,700.00 $589,750.00 2/1/2046

Series 2021A
Taxable Economic Development Subordinate Tax Increment $158,750.00 $3,116,850.00 $220,625.00 2/1/2029

 Revenue Bonds, Series 2022

Union Square Allocation Area
Taxable Economic Development Lease Rental Revenue Bonds, $661,500.00 $20,898,775.00 $661,500.00 7/1/2047

Series 2022 (Union Square Project)

Front Street Allocation Area (f/k/a Lantern Commons)
Taxable Economic Development Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, $0.00 $21,278,200.00 $0.00 2/1/2048

Series 2023 (Front Street Project)

Ambrose Allocation Area (2)
Taxable Economic Development Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, $0.00 $10,394,262.50 $0.00 2/1/2050

Series 2025 (Ambrose Project)

(1) The Local Income Tax Lease Rental Revenue Bonds, Series 2023 are payable from a LIT Pledge with the intention of using legally available tax 
increment. The 2025 payments were paid equally from Eagletown, Mainstreet, and 146th St. 

(2) The RDC has no obligation to cover the shortfall should the pledge of tax increment revenue be insufficient. 
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As of March 9, 2026

WESTFIELD, INDIANA

2026 Spending Plan

RDC Grand Osborne Osborne Spring Mill Spring Mill 146th Spring Mill Union Wheeler Grand
Capital East Side Aurora Front Street Junction Trails Trails South Eagletown SEP Centre Station SWC Mainstreet Street Gigabit Station Square Landing Park Street Southpark Totals

Receipts
General Fund Transfer $5,136,397 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,136,397
TIF Distribution 0 2,818,130 379,290 112,310 4,397,170 1,637,100 59,710 3,070,890 277,190 122,990 30,020 2,186,360 1,174,700 190,450 1,426,810 322,450 1,064,150 2,410 19,370 19,291,500
Taxpayer Payment 0 0 0 290,821 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290,821

Total Receipts $5,136,397 $2,818,130 $379,290 $403,131 $4,397,170 $1,637,100 $59,710 $3,070,890 $277,190 $122,990 $30,020 $2,186,360 $1,174,700 $190,450 $1,426,810 $322,450 $1,064,150 $2,410 $19,370 $24,718,718

Disbursements
Capital Projects $3,500,000 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0 $918,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,418,000
Legal 450,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 450,000
Services 920,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 925,000
Trustee Fee 0 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500
Grants 12,955,000 0 0 0 925,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,880,000

Subtotal 17,825,000 0 1,000,000 0 926,500 918,000 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 22,674,500

Debt Service
2012B TIF Bonds (Mainstreet) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98,087 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98,087
2015 Tax. ED Bonds (MetroNet)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 175,438 0 0 0 0 0 175,438
2016 TIF Bonds (Eagletown) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 348,990 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 348,990
2017 TIF Bonds (East Side) 0 607,350 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 607,350
2018 LIT Bonds (Grand Park) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,740,000 0 0 0 0 1,740,000
2020 TIF Bonds (SM Centre)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122,990 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122,990
2020 TIF Bonds (SEP)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,752 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,752
2021 TIF Bonds (Wheeler Landing)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 485,550 0 0 485,550
2022 TIF Bonds (Wheeler Landing)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 229,363 0 0 229,363
2022 Tax. LR Bonds (Union Square) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 572,625 336,375 0 0 0 909,000
2023 TIF Bonds (Front Street)* 0 0 0 396,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 396,000
2023 LIT Bonds (Grand Junction Plaza) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,407,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,407,000
2024 LR Bonds (GPEC Refunding) 0 0 0 0 1,745,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,745,000
2025 TIF Bonds (Ambrose)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2025C&D BANs (GP-South Projects) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimated 2025 A&B BAN Takeout 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000

Subtotal 0 607,350 0 396,000 1,745,000 0 0 2,755,990 221,752 122,990 0 98,087 2,000,000 175,438 2,312,625 336,375 714,913 0 0 11,486,519

Total Disbursements $17,825,000 $607,350 $1,000,000 $396,000 $2,671,500 $918,000 $0 $2,755,990 $221,752 $122,990 $0 $2,098,087 $2,000,000 $175,438 $2,312,625 $336,375 $719,913 $0 $0 $34,161,019

Note: While the 2026 Spending Plan is intended to be a comprehensive list of all expected expenditures made from tax increment revenues, it is not unusual for unexpected opportunities to arise that may make it appropriate for the Redevelopment Commission to make expenditures not currently contemplated by this Spending Plan. Examples of these unexpected expenditures include (but are
not limited to): debt refunding to capitalize on interest rate savings, economic development incentives to prospective companies, philanthropic gifts, state or federal grants, and matching funds for state or federal grants. In the event the need for an unexpected expenditure arises, the Redevelopment Commission will submit the amended Spending Plan to the DLGF following its adoption.

Disclosure: The 2026 Spending Plan does not include those newly created allocation areas that are not yet generating tax increment revenue. Those allocation areas (attached as Exhibit A) will be added to the Spending Plan as their respective developments being reaching partial completion thresholds and, therefore, generating tax increment revenue. 

*Developer-backed bond payable from the tax increment generated by the project. While in most cases such bonds are not the financial obligation of the Redevelopment Commission should project tax increment be insufficient to fully cover the debt service payments, that is not always the case and each outstanding bond should be reviewed independently to determine its impact on the 
financial performance of the Redevelopment Commission.
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As of March 9, 2026

WESTFIELD, INDIANA

2026 Annual Budget

RDC Grand Osborne Osborne Spring Mill Spring Mill 146th Spring Mill Union Wheeler Grand
Capital East Side Aurora Front Street Junction Trails Trails South Eagletown SEP Centre Station SWC Mainstreet Street Gigabit Station Square Landing Park Street Southpark Totals

Receipts
General Fund Transfer $5,136,397 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,136,397
TIF Distribution 0 2,818,130 379,290 112,310 4,397,170 1,637,100 59,710 3,070,890 277,190 122,990 30,020 2,186,360 1,174,700 190,450 1,426,810 322,450 1,064,150 2,410 19,370 19,291,500
Taxpayer Payment 0 0 0 290,821 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290,821

Total Receipts $5,136,397 $2,818,130 $379,290 $403,131 $4,397,170 $1,637,100 $59,710 $3,070,890 $277,190 $122,990 $30,020 $2,186,360 $1,174,700 $190,450 $1,426,810 $322,450 $1,064,150 $2,410 $19,370 $24,718,718

Disbursements
Capital Projects $3,500,000 $0 $1,000,000 $0 $0 $918,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,418,000
Legal 450,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 450,000
Services 920,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 925,000
Trustee Fee 0 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500
Grants 12,955,000 0 0 0 925,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,880,000

Subtotal 17,825,000 0 1,000,000 0 926,500 918,000 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 22,674,500

Debt Service
2012B TIF Bonds (Mainstreet) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98,087 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98,087
2015 Tax. ED Bonds (MetroNet)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 175,438 0 0 0 0 0 175,438
2016 TIF Bonds (Eagletown) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 348,990 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 348,990
2017 TIF Bonds (East Side) 0 607,350 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 607,350
2018 LIT Bonds (Grand Park) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,740,000 0 0 0 0 1,740,000
2020 TIF Bonds (SM Centre)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122,990 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122,990
2020 TIF Bonds (SEP)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,752 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,752
2021 TIF Bonds (Wheeler Landing)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 485,550 0 0 485,550
2022 TIF Bonds (Wheeler Landing)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 229,363 0 0 229,363
2022 Tax. LR Bonds (Union Square) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 572,625 336,375 0 0 0 909,000
2023 TIF Bonds (Front Street)* 0 0 0 396,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 396,000
2023 LIT Bonds (Grand Junction Plaza) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,407,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,407,000
2024 LR Bonds (GPEC Refunding) 0 0 0 0 1,745,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,745,000
2025 TIF Bonds (Ambrose)* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2025C&D BANs (GP-South Projects) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimated 2025 A&B BAN Takeout 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000

Subtotal 0 607,350 0 396,000 1,745,000 0 0 2,755,990 221,752 122,990 0 98,087 2,000,000 175,438 2,312,625 336,375 714,913 0 0 11,486,519

Total Disbursements $17,825,000 $607,350 $1,000,000 $396,000 $2,671,500 $918,000 $0 $2,755,990 $221,752 $122,990 $0 $2,098,087 $2,000,000 $175,438 $2,312,625 $336,375 $719,913 $0 $0 $34,161,019

Increase/Decrease (12,688,603) 2,210,780 (620,710) 7,131 1,725,670 719,100 59,710 314,900 55,438 0 30,020 88,273 (825,300) 15,013 (885,815) (13,925) 344,238 2,410 19,370 (9,442,301)
Beginnging Cash Balance $13,626,128 $1,755,290 $1,139,998 $0 $3,162,674 $1,316,373 $117,540 $2,517,912 $237,690 $0 $41,797 $1,794,884 $4,599,368 $0 $3,293,320 $13,926 $242,490 $0 $0 $33,859,389

Ending Cash Balance $937,525 $3,966,070 $519,288 $7,131 $4,888,344 $2,035,473 $177,250 $2,832,812 $293,128 $0 $71,817 $1,883,157 $3,774,068 $15,013 $2,407,505 $0 $586,727 $2,410 $19,370 $24,417,088

Disclosure: The above cash balances are based on financial information provided to us by officials of the city of Westfield. We were not engaged to, and did not, perform an examination regarding available cash. The estimates shown in this report are subject to change and may vary materially. 

*Developer-backed bond payable from the tax increment generated by the project. While in most cases such bonds are not the financial obligation of the Redevelopment Commission should project tax increment be insufficient to fully cover the debt service payments, that is not always the case and each outstanding bond should be reviewed independently to determine its impact on the 
financial performance of the Redevelopment Commission.

Bondry Consulting
35 East Main Street, Suite 200, Carmel, IN 46032 | bondryconsulting.com Page 1 | 1

Page 66 of 139



MEMORANDUM 
 

To: City of Westfield Redevelopment Commission  
 
From: City of Westfield Department of Economic Development 
 
Re: Recommendation of Evaluation Committee for Selection of Preferred Offeror and Private 

Partner for BOT Project 
 

 
Project Background 
 
Per Indiana Code 5-23 et seq. (the “BOT Statute”), municipalities are permitted to solicit request 
for qualifications and proposals from private entities for the design, construction, financing, 
operation, and maintenance of public projects. The City of Westfield (the “City”) has previously 
approved a resolution adopting Indiana Code § 5-23 et seq., authorizing the City, including its 
subsidiaries and affiliates (including but not limited to, the Westfield Redevelopment Commission 
(the “RDC”) to enter into public-private agreements for the development of public projects 
pursuant to the BOT Statute.  By this authorizing resolution, the RDC is authorized to procure 
public projects via the Build Operate Transfer (“BOT”) delivery method, in addition to more 
traditional delivery methods such as Design-Bid-Build, Design-Build, or various Construction 
Manager methods. 
 
The City and the RDC have an established need for a multi-use athletic facility, which facility shall 
include multiple sheets of playable ice, to be constructed on the Grand Park site to create 
additional seasonal use, attract additional users and visitors, and create a positive economic 
impact at the Grand Park site (the “Project”).  After an analysis of various available delivery 
methods, the City determined that the BOT delivery method was most likely to cause the Project 
to be completed in a cost-effective and timely manner. 
 
 
Overview of Grand Park Master Plan and Project Need 
 
Hunden Partners (“Hunden”) was engaged by Hamilton County Tourism in 2022 to execute a 
Placemaking Action Plan to identify gaps in Hamilton County’s tourism assets. A critical 
component of the study focused on sports tourism. Prior to the study, Hamilton County (and more 
specifically the City) had already gained recognition as a successful sports tourism destination 
due to the development of the Grand Park Sports Campus, but the 2022 Placemaking Action Plan 
identified two actionable items for enhancement of sports tourism focused within Westfield. These 
two items included the development of a mixed-use district surrounding Grand Park and the need 
for a high-quality facility large enough to host major ice sports events. 
 
The Grand Park Sports Campus, a 400-acre sports campus, includes 31 multipurpose grass and 
turf fields, 26 baseball/softball diamonds, the 370,000-square-foot indoor Grand Park Event 
Center and the Pacers Athletic Center (eight indoor hardwood courts). The campus began hosting 
field events in 2014 and Grand Park Events Center opened in 2016, transforming the City of 
Westfield into the most visited sports destinations in the country. Additionally, the facility serves 
as the home training facility for the Indianapolis Colts (National Football League) and Indy Eleven 
(United Soccer League).  
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Grand Park has transformed Westfield into a hub for national sports events, but the supply of 
competitive facilities across the country has continued to increase, threatening the facility’s ability 
to maintain its position as the busiest youth sports venue in the country. In order to remain 
competitive, city leadership collaborated with Speck Dempsey, Perkins&Will, and Hunden 
Partners to formulate the Grand Park master plan, a roughly 80-acre, mixed-use sports 
entertainment district master plan that includes, and surrounds, Grand Park’s existing 400-acre 
campus (the “GP Master Plan”). The GP Master Plan aims to create an experience district for the 
growing City and to support the influx of sports tourism at Grand Park with walkable entertainment. 
The Grand Park Master Plan is envisioned to position the city as the premier destination for event 
organizers to hold major events, on and off the fields.  A representative image from the Grand 
Park Master Plan is included below: 
 

 
 
Grand Park Sports Campus, Existing Sports Tourism Environment & Market Opportunity 
 
In 2024, Grand Park ranked as the 31st most visited venue in the nation classified as a stadium, 
arena or athletic field by Placer.ai, ranking ahead of major venues across the country such as 
Lucas Oil Stadium, Hard Rock Stadium, Gillette Stadium, AT&T Stadium and many other major 
league venues. Out of 2,468 venues, Grand Park ranked in the 98th percentile and the most visited 
youth sports venue, 15 spots ahead of the ESPN Wide World of Sports Complex. Grand Park is 
not just a major tourism asset for the City of Westfield and Hamilton County, but also for 
the State of Indiana and the Midwest. 

Page 68 of 139



 
 
Despite Grand Park’s success in driving sports tourism to Westfield, the facility experiences 
seasonal fluctuations in visitation. Grand Park attracts hundreds of thousands, periodically over 
a million visits, per month throughout the year; comparatively, Hamilton County’s supply of ice 
sports facilities attract roughly 50,000 average monthly visits in the winter months. Utilization of 
the market’s ice sports facilities is at capacity, with additional ice time needed for local 
organizations, restricting the ability to host tournament events during in-season weekends or 
adequately support increasing interest in winter sports. 
 
 

 
 
The greater Indianapolis market is undersupplied with ice sports facilities for recreational and 
competitive use. The overwhelming demand for ice access constrained by the limited supply of 
ice sheets has restricted the growth of local organizations and limited the number of competitive 
tournaments held in Hamilton County and Central Indiana.  
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Without a competitive supply of facilities in the greater Indianapolis area, tournaments in the 
Midwest are primarily held in other major regional markets with stronger ice facility supplies and 
larger youth hockey organizations such as St. Louis, Nashville, Chicago and Columbus. These 
markets have experienced an uptick in facility development of ice facilities spearheaded by their 
National Hockey League (NHL) organizations. 
 
The two main goals of the Project are to support the continued growth of youth hockey in the 
region and to balance the seasonality of youth sports tourism in the City by hosting regional and 
national tournaments for ice hockey and figure skating. The City’s history with sports tourism, the 
growth of the City, and the City’s strategic placemaking efforts make Westfield the optimal market 
in the greater Indianapolis metropolitan area to strengthen the supply of sports tourism-oriented 
ice facilities in the region. 
 
Procurement Process 
 
Prior to initiating the process to procure the Project, the RDC engaged a team of consultants to 
provide technical assistance to the RDC as it developed its requirements for the Project.  The 
RDC engaged: (a) Hunden to provide economic and sports related consulting services; (b) J.S. 
Held to provide owner’s technical representative services; and (c) Wallack Somers & Haas, P.C. 
to provide legal services.  The RDC and its consultant team worked closely with the applicable 
stakeholders to develop the initial programming documents necessary to obtain substantive 
proposals from the development community. 
 
On May 30, 2025, after issuing statutorily required notice, the RDC issued a Request for 
Proposals and Qualifications related to the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the Project (the “BOT RFQ”) via Reprographix e-plan room (the “Data Room”).  A copy of the BOT 
RFPQ has been included with this Memorandum.  Potential respondents to the BOT RFQ were 
provided with the opportunity to submit written questions to the City regarding the BOT RFQ, 
which written questions were to be received by June 18, 2025.  Written questions were directed 
to the Project email address monitored by Hunden at westfieldicefacility@hunden.com.  Seven 
written questions were received and responses to the received questions were provided to all 
registered prospective offerors on June 25, 2025, via Addendum No. 1 to the BOT RFQ.        
 
Potential offerors were required to submit written and electronic copies of their proposal to the 
BOT RFQ at the office of the Director of Economic of Development of the City no later than noon 
on July 11, 2025.  Proposals were received from the following offerors: (1) Nicholas & Associates 
with Spectate Group, Wingspan Development Group, Big Fish Hospitality Group, and Studio 222 
Architects (“Nicholas”); (2) EDGE Sports Global LLC with ASM Global, Legenda, Lauth Group, 
Inc., and JLG Architects (“Edge”); (3) The Sports Facilities Companies with Garmong, F.A. 
Wilhelm Construction, and Ratio Design (“SFC”); (4) Card & Associates with krM Architecture, 
CSO Architects, Inc., and Meyer Najem Construction (“Card”); (5) Abel Construction with Kasota 
Development, McMahan Group, and RQAW Corporation (“Abel”); (6) Eastern Sports 

                                

2Fishers,   The Fuel Tank

2Carmel,   Carmel  ce Skadium

  2Westfield,    ce Barn  ndy

Page 70 of 139



Management with 523 Development, The Hagerman Group, and Cordogan Clark (“ESM”); (7) 
TPH  ndiana, LLC (“TPH”); and (8) Stelko Electric  nc (“Stelko”).  An initial review of the eight 
submitted proposals by the Evaluation Committee and its technical consultants determined that 
the proposals were substantially compliant with the BOT RFQ requirements.  Redacted versions 
of the proposals are available for public review in the City’s Economic Development office.   
 
All eight compliant proposals were subsequently reviewed by the RDC’s evaluation committee 
(the “Evaluation Committee”), which included: (a) Councilor Patrick Tamm; (b) Charlie Smith; (c) 
Jenell Fairman; (d) Matthew Deck and  (e) Steve Latour; which Evaluation Committee was 
assisted by the following City technical advisors: (1) Jamie Hopwood; ( (2) Rachel Baker.  The 
RDC’s technical consultants and technical advisors were not voting members of the Evaluation 
Committee but provided technical input and assistance to the Evaluation Committee as needed.  
As a result of the internal review by the Evaluation Committee, the Stelko team was not 
interviewed due to their inability to deliver on all aspects of the Project.  On August 4, 2025, and 
August 5, 2025, the Evaluation Committee interviewed Abel, TPH, Nicholas, Edge, SFC, Card, 
and ESM to provide additional detail and discussion regarding the submitted proposals. The 
Evaluation Committee met after these meetings to discuss the proposals and to identify shortlisted 
offerors.  On August 5, 2025, the following four offerors were shortlisted by the Evaluation 
Committee: (a) Nicholas; (b) Edge; (c) SFC; and (d) Card.  Subsequent to the shortlisting, Card 
elected to withdraw its proposal via written notice on August 20, 2025, and was subsequently 
added to the technical consulting team to assist with the evaluation of the remaining proposals 
for the remainder of the process.   
 
On August 22, 2025, the RDC issued the Request for Proposals (the “BOT RFP”) to the remaining 
shortlisted offerors.  Shortlisted offerors were provided with the opportunity to submit written 
questions to the City regarding the BOT RFP, which written questions were to be received by 
September 12, 2025. Written questions were directed to the Project email address monitored by 
Hunden at westfieldicefacility@hunden.com, with six questions received by September 12, 2025. 
An addendum was issued by the RDC on September 25, 2025 answering the submitted 
questions.  Pre-submission meetings were held with all shortlisted offerors to address any 
questions in advance of submissions on September 30, 2025, and October 1, 2025.   Shortlisted 
offerors were required to submit written and electronic copies of their revised proposal to the BOT 
RFP at the Economic Development office no later than noon on October 24, 2025.  Proposals 
were received from all shortlisted offerors.  An initial review of the three submitted proposals by 
the Evaluation Committee and its technical consultants determined that the proposals were 
substantially compliant with the BOT RFQ\P requirements.  Redacted versions of the proposals 
are available for public review in the Economic Development office. 
 
All three compliant proposals were subsequently reviewed by the Evaluation Committee.  The 

RDC’s technical consultants were not voting members of the Evaluation Committee, but provided 

technical input and assistance to the Evaluation Committee as needed. References provided by 

the offerors were contacted by the technical consultants, which responses were reviewed by the 

Evaluation Committee.  On November 12, 2025, and November 14, 2025, the Evaluation 

Committee interviewed the shortlisted offerors to provide additional detail and discussion 

regarding the submitted proposals.  On December 18, 2025, the RDC issued an addendum to the 

RFP which asked for additional information from the offerors based on discussions which followed 

the interviews.  The technical consultants met with the shortlisted offerors on January 9, 2026, 

and January 27, 2026 to discuss the addenda and revised proposals to be submitted by the 

shortlisted offerors.  On or before January 30, 2026, all three shortlisted offerors submitted revised 

proposals that were responsive to the addenda. 
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The proposals were scored by the Evaluation Committee as a committee on February 27, 2026, 
with the scorecard received by the technical consultants and reviewed by the technical team.  The 
scorecard of the Evaluation Committee was reviewed in conjunction with the technical 
consultants’ recommendations to provide the recommendation set forth below. 
 
Evaluation Committee Recommendation 
 
Due to the complexity of the Project and the iterations of proposals submitted, the technical 
consultants contributed to an analysis of the three shortlisted proposals received, which analysis 
provided an objective comparison between the proposals and the included financial models.  The 
findings from this analysis is attached to this memorandum. 
 
Upon review of the revised proposals and all submitted information, in addition to discussion 
among the Evaluation Committee and the technical consultants, the Evaluation Committee 
unanimously approved a motion to select Nicholas as the preferred offeror.  The basis for 
Nicholas’s selection was based on a variety of factors, including the following: 
 

• Its experience in developing, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining projects 
similar to the Project, including BOT projects; 

• Its approach to the Project was a developer-based, owner focused approach that 
emphasized agility in design, construction methods, and construction schedule; 

• It has experience in developing, operating, managing, programming, and maintaining 
facilities similar to that proposed for the Project; 

• It demonstrated that it has the ability and capacity to perform the work required by the 
Project in a cost effective and timely manner; 

• Its submission to the RFP/Q was responsive and complete; 

• It has the financial ability and operational capacity to design, construct, operate, and 
maintain the Project; 

• Its proposal included key personnel with significant professional experience that will 
benefit the development of the Project; 

• Its references submitted with the RFP/Q were reviewed positively;  

• Its fee schedule and compensation was cost-effective, market based, and aligned with the 
goals of the Project; 

•  ts business plan and ability to drive revenue to support the Project’s debt service, 
including but not limited to its ability to attract national tournaments, users, and other 
tenants; 

• Its ability to integrate local community benefits and priorities into its operating model; 

• The quality of its integration of district amenities into the Project design; and 

•  ts approach to aligning the Project’s revenues to the Project’s anticipated costs 
 
The recommendation of the Evaluation Committee was based on the submitted proposals (as 
amended), discussions with the offerors during the interviews, information provided by the 
offerors’ references, site visits by members of the Evaluation Committee, and information and 
recommendations offered by the technical consultants.   
 
Approval Process 
 
Pursuant to the BOT Statute, the Evaluation Committee’s recommendation must be approved by 
a board prior to the RDC executing a Public-Private Agreement (“PPA”) with Nicholas.  Upon a 
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public hearing and approval by the RDC, the RDC may proceed with Nicholas as the private 
partner for the development of the Project according to the BOT Statute. 
 
The RDC is requesting that the Commissioners: (a) approve the Evaluation Committee’s selection 
of Nicholas as the preferred offeror; and (b) authorize the Executive Director of the RDC to 
negotiate and execute the PPA.  No further approvals will be required by the RDC.  Prior to 
approving the guaranteed maximum price (the “GMP”) pursuant to the PPA, the City will submit 
the final GMP to the RDC for its review and approval. 
 
 
 
 
By:Jenell Fairman, on behalf of the Evaluation Committee 
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Project Background & Impetus
Hunden Partners was engaged by the Westfield 
Redevelopment Commission (WRC) to support the 
identification and selection of a development team to 
develop, build, operate, and maintain a multi-sheet ice 
hockey facility (the “Project”) in the City of Westfield, Indiana.

This initiative stems from Hunden’s 2024 Grand Park Area-
Wide Master Plan and District Analysis, which identified a 
significant opportunity for an ice complex to generate 
economic impact and community benefit for both the City 
and the broader region. Specifically, the facility would help 
drive visitation to Grand Park during slower periods in the 
colder months. The plan also identified the opportunity for a 
broader mixed-use district surrounding Grand Park, as 
illustrated to the right.

The selection process included a two-step procurement 
consisting of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ), followed by 
a Request for Proposals (RFP). This summary document 
provides background on the process, identifies the offerors, 
and outlines the key elements of each team’s RFP 
submission.

Page 76 of 139



|  hunden.com  |  © 2026 Hunden Partners. All rights reserved. 4

Ice Hockey Facility – Driving Impact in Slow Periods
A primary driver for developing an ice hockey 
facility is to reduce Grand Park’s seasonality 
during the slower, colder months by generating 
additional visitation and economic impact.

While Grand Park has been highly successful in 
driving sports tourism to Westfield during the 
summer months, visitation lags over the winter. 
Ice sports trends, as depicted by the Fuel Tank 
and Carmel Ice Skadium visitation, peak in the 
winter.  Adding winter sports to the Grand Park 
Campus will help flatten the attendance curve. 
Hamilton County’s existing supply of ice hockey 
facilities generates approximately 50,000 average 
monthly visits during the winter months.

Current market utilization is at or near capacity, 
with local organizations requiring additional ice 
time. This constraint limits the market’s ability to 
host tournaments during peak in-season 
weekends, providing an opportunity for Westfield 
to gain immediate market share upon opening an 
ice hockey facility.
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Economic Impact to Westfield 
The Project is expected to generate significant net new spending and associated 
tax revenues for the City of Westfield that would not occur “but for” the 
development of the facility. A substantial portion of this incremental activity is 
projected to take place during traditionally slower periods for the greater Grand 
Park Sports Campus, providing a meaningful boost to hotel demand and 
surrounding commercial activity.

Hunden conducted an economic, fiscal, and employment impact analysis of the 
proposed ice hockey facility project in June 2025. A summary of the analysis is 
provided to the right.

Over a 30-year period, the Westfield Ice Hockey Facility is estimated to 
generate approximately $498 million in net new spending, $220 million in net 
new earnings, and more than 105 net new full-time equivalent jobs.

In addition, the facility is projected to generate approximately $8.7 million in 
County Hotel Occupancy Tax revenue.

Westfield Ice Hockey Facility
30-Year Impact Summary 
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Process

STEP 1:
2022 Placemaking 

Action Plan 
(Completed)

Study Phase RFQ/P Process
Final Steps:

Review, Selection & 
Negotiation

STEP 2:
2024 Grand Park 

Master Planning, Ice 
Hockey Facility 

Preliminary Design & 
Impact

(Completed)

STEP 3:
Request for 

Qualifications
(Completed)

STEP 4:
Request for 
Proposals 

(Completed)

STEP 5:
Proposal Review & 

Analysis 
(Finalize)

STEP 6:
Selection & 
Following 

Negotiation
(Pending)

Q2 2024 Q2 2025 Q4 2025 Q1 2026
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RFQ / RFP Process Detailed Timeline
The following timeline outlines the process that was followed, resulting in the receipt of three competitive proposals from the qualified Design-
Build-Operator teams. 

Request for Qualifications

RFQ Issued: May-25

RFQ Close: Jul-25
RFQ Interviews: Jul-25

RFQ Scoring & Shortlist: Jul-25

Request for Proposals
RFP Issued: Aug-25

RFP Questions Received: Sep-25

RFP Addendums Issued: Sep-25

Pre-Proposal Meeting: Sep-25

RFP Close: Oct-25

Interviews and Proposal Review

Offeror Interviews: Nov-25

Offeror Discussions and Supplemental Information: Dec-25 and Jan-26

Facility Site Visits: Jan- and Feb-26

Evaluation Committee Meeting: Feb. 17, 2026
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Proposal Evaluation Criteria
The following outlines the evaluation criteria:

▪ Overall value proposition to the City of Westfield considering the cost, cashflow 
projections, ability to pay capital debt service, quality, and potential for economic impact.

▪ Proposed operating model of the facility.

▪ Projected operating performance metrics with detailed and transparent assumptions for 
revenues, expenses and room night generation.

▪ Ability to attract tenants to the Project including user groups of the sports surfaces as 
well as commercial tenants.

▪ Design quality of site plan, building plans, sections, elevations, renderings and a 
description of the materials proposed for the building. This includes considerations for 
the integration within the Grand Park Master Plan for architecture, street activation, 
traffic flow, parking, etc.

▪ Emphasis on local utilization and community benefits including support of local 
programming and events, resident discounts, and any proposed form of facility and 
amenity use.

▪ Demonstrated credibility and capacity to deliver the Project.

Evaluation Committee Members:

Councilor Patrick Tamm

Charlie Smith 

Jenell Fairman

Steve Latour

Matthew Deck 

Technical Team:

Jamie Hopwood 

Rachel Baker

Hunden Partners (Steve Haemmerle, Matthew 
Avila, and Ryan Sheridan)

WSH Law (Adam Collins)

JS Held (Debra Kunce)

Card & Associates (Billy Bunkowfst)
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Proposal 
Summary 
Review 
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Proposals Received 
The RFQ / RFP process resulted in the receipt of very strong proposals from three shortlisted offerors: 

EDGE – Legends GlobalOperator

Design Team 

Developer / 
Builder

JLG

Lauth 

Nicholas Family of 
Companies

Studio 222

Nicholas 

Sports Facilities Companies 
(SFC)

RATIO

Garmong / FA Wilhelm

TPH Academy, IMEG, B32 
Engineering Group,  JQOL 

Spectate Group, 
Architectural Door 
Solutions, BFH Group, 
IMEG, SpaceCo Civil 
Engineering   

IMEG, Structurepoint
Support
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Submittal Summary 
EDGE / Lauth / JLG proposes a nationally scaled, 
institutionally proven operating platform, paired with 
strong local development execution and a well-
regarded ice hockey facility designer. 

Nicholas Family of Companies / Studio 222 proposes a 
vertically integrated, family-led model with deep 
personal involvement and hands-on control. An 
extension of the success they have achieved at their 
facilities in the Chicagoland area. 

Sports Facilities Companies / Garmong / RATIO 
presented a strong team with an experienced facility 
operator, however, their experience with ice hockey 
facilities is not as strong as other offerors.

Category EDGE / Lauth / JLG
Nicholas Family of 

Companies / Studio 
222

SFC / Garmong / 
RATIO

Operating Scale National / Global
Chicago Region with 
select national reach

Regional 
construction-led 
partner, national 
operator

Ice Hockey Facility 
Portfolio

50+ facilities, 50+ ice 
sheets

Small, select 
portfolio

Strong national 
sports background, 
less ice experience 

Event & Booking Network
National event network 
though EDGE / Legends

Experience in 
Chicagoland 
generating strong 
event schedules and 
programming 

National sports 
facility manager–
however, less strong 
in the ice space than 
others

Operational Redundancy
Deep bench, 
institutional systems

Strong family run 
company with an 
extension of 
framework from 
Chicagoland facilities

Strong network, 
institutional systems 

Delivery Style
Platform-driven, 
scalable

Hands-on, personal
Platform-driven, 
scalable 

Risk Profile Lower operational risk
Higher reliance on 
key individuals

Lower operational 
risk

Community Feel
Professional – national 
organization feel

Family-oriented, 
relationship-based

Professional, national 
organization feel
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*SFC stabilized Year 3 NOI projections are shown for their 3-sheet proposal

Four-Sheet Proposal Summary 
This analysis compares the total project cost 
estimates and operating projections for each 
four-sheet ice facility proposal. 
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EDGE / Lauth / JLG
Primary Differentiator: National Scale, Operating Infrastructure, and Risk Mitigation, Financial 
Performance, Very Strong Ice Hockey Facility Design Team

What sets them apart:

▪ Unmatched national reach and operating depth through EDGE’s ice hockey facility portfolio and Legends Global’s 450+ 
venue platform, including ticketing, premium sales, sponsorship, food & beverage, analytics, and event booking.

▪ Top-tier ice hockey facility designer in JLG, an important consideration as operators may change, but the building will 
remain a long-term City asset.

▪ Demonstrated experience operating both community ice centers and large arena-scale venues, allowing the City flexibility 
as the project evolves from local use to tournament and spectator-driven events.

▪ Institutional operating systems already in place on Day One: staffing models, scheduling systems, booking pipelines, 
vendor contracts, and performance analytics reduce ramp-up risk.

▪ Ability to attract non-traditional ice events (concerts, MMA, special events) through Legends’ promoter relationships, 
increasing utilization and revenue stability beyond hockey alone.

▪ Lauth adds local credibility and delivery certainty in Indiana, with direct experience at Grand Park and other complex 
public-private developments and a clear understanding of integration opportunities with the Grand Park District.
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EDGE / Lauth / JLG
Implications for the City
▪ Lower operational risk due to proven systems and redundancy.
▪ Sponsorship upside given large national reach. 

▪ A highly capable architectural team, ensuring the long-term functionality of the facility, recognizing that operators may 
change but the building will endure.

▪ Greater upside potential from regional and national event attraction.

▪ Reduced reliance on any single individual, with systems and depth that support continuity over time; however, securing 
the right general manager will remain a critical success factor.

▪ A more “turnkey” solution for a City that wants a professionally institutionalized asset.

Trade-offs
▪ Less “personal” or family-style ownership presence. 

▪ Stronger reliance on systems framework, may have a higher risk of a weaker general manager of the facility, or higher 
turnover to get the right person. 

▪ Decision-making may feel more corporate or structured than bespoke.

▪ Compared to Nicholas, less customer service oriented

▪ Compared to SFC, more limited access to alternative event programming
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Nicholas Family of Companies / Studio 222
Primary Differentiator: Vertical Integration and Hands-On, Family-Led Control

What sets them apart:

▪ A fully vertically integrated model, with construction, operations (Spectate Group), food & beverage (Big Fish Hospitality), 
and specialty trades all under one family umbrella.

▪ Strong personal commitment from ownership, with direct executive involvement throughout development and 
operations.

▪ Proven experience operating a small number of successful regional ice hockey facilities, including Nicholas Sportsplex and 
Rosemont Ice Arena.

▪ A culture built around relationship-driven management, responsiveness, and long-term stewardship.

▪ Food and beverage offerings are internally controlled, allowing for tailored concepts and tighter margin oversight.

▪ Food and beverage is a major focus area of their operation and a core differentiator. 

▪ Lowest development cost proposal. 
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Nicholas Family of Companies / Studio 222
Implications for the City
▪ Clear accountability with a vertically integrated, single family and leadership team. 
▪ Potential for highly customized, family-oriented, relationship-driven operations, that has been successful in their 

Chicagoland facilities. 

▪ This project would be a major focus for Nicholas, whereas the EDGE/Legends team may not prioritize as highly given 
their larger pipeline of projects and facilities.  

▪ Strong alignment with community values and local engagement.

Trade-offs
▪ Limited national footprint relative to EDGE/Legends.

▪ Fewer facilities overall, meaning less exposure to a wide range of market conditions.

▪ Operational depth is more dependent on a smaller leadership bench.

▪ Less demonstrated ability to scale into major non-ice events or national tournament pipelines.

▪ Compared to EDGE, more limited access to national sponsorship

▪ Compared to SFC, more limited access to alternative event programming
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SFC / Garmong / RATIO
Primary Differentiator: Construction-Led Delivery with Third-Party Operations Expertise

What sets them apart:

▪ A development team led by Garmong Construction, a well-established regional contractor with significant experience 
delivering public-sector and large-scale civic projects, paired with Sports Facilities Companies (SFC) as the proposed 
operator.

▪ Garmong and FA Wilhelm are the strongest most credible construction team among the offerors. 

▪ Strong emphasis on cost certainty, schedule control, and construction execution, leveraging Garmong’s in-house 
construction capabilities.

▪ Sports Facilities Companies brings experience managing a broad portfolio of youth sports complexes nationwide, with 
standardized programming, booking, and operational systems.

▪ A more traditional design–build–operate structure, with clear separation between construction and long-term operations.

▪ Familiarity with municipal procurement processes and public-private partnership frameworks, which can streamline 
delivery and contracting.
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SFC / Garmong / RATIO
Implications for the City
▪ Operational projections fall behind those of the other groups resulting in a higher projected deficit for the facility. 
▪ Increased confidence in project delivery and construction risk management, particularly around budget and schedule.

▪ Access to an operator with experience in youth sports programming and tournament scheduling across multiple sports.

▪ A more conventional public-facility operating model that may align well with municipal oversight and governance 
structures.

▪ Less reliance on a single individual during construction due to Garmong’s and F.A. Wilhem’s  established organizational 
depth.

Trade-offs
▪ Ice hockey specific operations and hockey-centric programming are not the core focus of Sports Facilities Companies’ 

broader portfolio.
▪ Long-term success is more dependent on the effectiveness of the operator–owner relationship, given the separation 

between construction and operations.

▪ Less demonstrated ability to differentiate the facility through specialized ice programming or elite hockey pipelines.

▪ Compared to EDGE, more limited access to national sponsorship

▪ Compared to Nicholas, less customer service oriented
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Factors to Consider
▪ Customer Service: The Westfield Ice Hockey Facility is an important anchor in the district being created in Grand Park 

and as such, the quality and character of its operation are important.  In addition to the design of the facility, this includes 
the visitor experience which is greatly impacted by the quality of the food and beverage served, how it is served and the 
overall cleanliness of the facility.  Nicholas emphasized the important of this in their presentations and its commitment 
was demonstrated during visits to their facilities by Westfield leadership.  

▪ Securing Regional and National Tournaments : Grand Park is a nationally recognized youth sports destination. The 
selected operator must be able to meet this standard immediately and consistently, while also attracting top-tier regional 
and national tournaments. All three teams demonstrate capability in this area, with EDGE offering strong national reach, 
Nicholas demonstrating proven success activating comparable facilities in the Chicagoland market, and SFC leveraging a 
broad network of facilities and relationships nationwide.

▪ Financial Performance: The operator’s ability to run an efficient operation and maximize revenue across ice rentals, 
tournaments, food and beverage, sponsorships, and ancillary programming is critical to long-term success. Based on the 
pro forma review and observed performance at comparable facilities, EDGE is projected as the strongest financial 
performer, followed by Nicholas.

▪ Accountability: Nicholas proposes a fully integrated Build–Operate–Transfer structure, with Nicholas & Associates 
serving as the prime offeror and contract holder and holding bonding and insurance through turnover. This approach 
reduces fragmentation across delivery and operations and provides the City with a single point of accountability 
throughout design, construction, and early operations. The national providers are more reliant on their local development 
partners. 
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Factors to Consider
▪ Design: Facility design decisions are permanent, and the operator can be changed. The selected team must demonstrate 

strong expertise in designing a facility that supports year-round use, high-volume tournament demand, and a strong guest 
experience. JLG is the strongest facility designer amongst the teams. 

▪ Facility Cost: Cost is an important consideration, though it is less determinative given the City’s ability to collaborate with 
the selected team to value engineer toward a target budget. Nicholas presents the most cost-competitive proposal, 
followed by EDGE, with SFC as the highest of the three.

▪ Delivery Certainty & Risk: Edge/Legends provides strong confidence in delivering a facility that performs at a national 
level from Day 1, supported by operational depth, staffing resources, and established tournament pipelines. Nicholas has 
also demonstrated the ability to deliver high-quality facilities, with a hands-on, ownership-driven approach that may 
provide strong oversight and responsiveness.

▪ Strategic Alignment with Grand Park: The ice hockey facility is not a standalone project, but an extension of the Grand 
Park brand and tourism engine. EDGE has the best understanding of integration with the Grand Park District and is well 
positioned to complement Grand Park’s existing market presence and further strengthen Westfield’s year-round sports 
tourism strategy.

▪ Existing Facilities & Facility Tours: Nicholas’ facilities in the Chicagoland area were well maintained, highly organized, and 
thoughtfully designed, with strong food and beverage offerings that enhanced the overall guest experience. EDGE’s 
facility was clean, efficiently operated, and demonstrated clear attention to revenue optimization and operational 
management. The SFC facility selected for the tour appeared functional but did not reflect the same level of overall 
quality, activation, or operational polish as the other facilities reviewed.
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EDGE / Lauth / 
JLG
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EDGE / Lauth / JLG – Renderings 
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EDGE / Lauth / 
JLG – Building 
Plans
1st Floor
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EDGE / Lauth / 
JLG – Building 
Plans
2nd Floor
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EDGE / 
Lauth/ 
JLG – Cost 
Estimate 
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EDGE Facility Site Visits  
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EDGE Facility Site Visits  
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EDGE Facility Site Visits  
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EDGE Facility Site Visits  
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Nicholas 
Family of 
Companies / 
Studio 222
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Nicholas / Studio 222 – Renderings 
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Nicholas / Studio 222 – Renderings 
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Nicholas / 
Studio 222– 
North Elevation
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Nicholas / 
Studio 222– 
South Elevation
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Nicholas / 
Studio 222– 
South Elevation
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Nicholas / Studio 222– Floor Plan 1st & 2nd 
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Nicholas / Studio 222– Site Plan 
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Nicholas / 
Studio 
222 - Cost 
Estimate 
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits  
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits  
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits  
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits 
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits 
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits 
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Nicholas Facility Site Visits 
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SFC / Garmong 
/ RATIO
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SFC / Garmong / RATIO
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SFC / Garmong / 
RATIO – Elevations
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SFC / Garmong / RATIO – Building Plan – 1st Floor
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SFC / Garmong / RATIO – Building Plan – 2nd Floor
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SFC / Garmong / 
RATIO – Cost 
Estimate
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SFC Facility Site Visit  
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SFC Facility Site Visit
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Appendix 
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Proforma Comparison
Hunden standardized the pro formas submitted by the three proposers to enable an apples-to-apples comparison. This step was necessary due 
to differences in how each team presented and structured their projections. 

Projections shown are for each groups three-sheet proposal 
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Proforma 
Comparison
Summary
A summary of the offeror's 
proformas is highlighted which 
consolidates major revenue line-
items. SFC provided a detailed 
breakdown of expenses in their 
updated proposal, which is 
summarized for purposes of this 
comparison analysis. 

Projections shown are for each groups three-sheet proposal Page 131 of 139
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Proforma 
Comparison
(Detailed) 
Full line-item detail of revenues and expenses is 
highlighted in the table. SFC provided a detailed 
breakdown of expenses in their updated proposal, 
which is summarized for purposes of this 
comparison analysis. 

Projections shown are for each groups three-sheet 
proposal 
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	 CALL TO ORDER
	 a. Declaration of quorum and opening of meeting
	 b. Pledge of Allegiance
	 c. Announce any Changes to Agenda

	 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	 Document: Minutes from February 17, 2026
	RDC Minutes from February 17, 2026 (executed)


	 APPROVAL OF EXECUTIVE SESSION MEMORANDUM
	 Document: Executive Session Memorandum from Februa
	RDC Executive Session Memoranda from February 17,  2026 (executed)


	 FINANCIAL MATTERS
	 Clerk Treasurer's ReportsDocuments:Clerk Treasurer
	RDC - February 2026 - Monthly Report
	RDC - February 2026 - Fund Summary
	RDC - February 2026 - Interest Income Report
	RDC - February 2026 - Legal & Municipal Advisors Report
	RDC 2025 Annual Clerk Treasurer's Report

	 Approval of ClaimsDocument: Claims for March 16, 2
	RDC Claims Docket for March 16, 2026 (executed)


	 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT
	 OLD BUSINESS
	 NEW BUSINESS
	 a. 2025 TIF Management Report - BondryDocument: 20
	RDC TIF Management Report

	 b. Action Item #1 - 2026 RDC Spending Plan UpdateD
	2026 Spending Plan Update

	 c. Action Item #2 - 2026 BudgetDocument: 2026 Budg
	2026 Budget

	 d. Public Hearing on Ice Hockey Facility BOT Recom
	 e. Action Item #3 - Resolution 05-2026 re:Ice Hock
	Ice Hockey Facility BOT Recommendation Memo
	Ice Hockey Facility Proposal Summary
	RDC Resolution 05-2026 (executed)

	 f. Action Item #4 - Resolution 06-2026 re:Grand Pa
	RDC Resolution 06-2026 (executed)


	 OTHER BUSINESS
	 a. Next Regular Meeting: Monday, April 20th, 2026,

	 ADJOURNMENT

