April 26, 2016
Reno County Courthouse
Hut chi nson, Kansas

The Board of Reno County Conmissioners net in agenda
session with, Chairman Dan Dem ng, Conm ssioners Janes Schlickau
and Brad Dillon, County Admnistrator Gary Meagher, County
Counselor Joe O Sullivan and Mnutes Cderk Cindy Mrtin,
present .

The neeting began with the Pledge of Allegiance and a short
sectarian prayer led by Pastor Darryl Peterson, Gace Christian
Chur ch

There was one addition to the agenda; sales tax report.

M. Dillon noved, seconded by M. Schlickau, to approve the
Consent Agenda consisting of the Accounts Payable Ledger for
clainms payable on April 29th, 2016 of $291,697.08 as subnitted
and also consisting of pending Added, Abated and Escaped
Taxation Change Orders nunmbered 2016-450 through 454. The
noti on was approved by a 3-0 vote.

At 9:05 M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to
open the public hearing pertaining to a Resolution concerning
t he adoption by reference of the April, 2016 Edition of the Reno
County Zoning Regul ations for a portion of Reno County, Kansas
as reflected on the official Zoning District Boundary Map,
except those lands within a designated extra-territorial zoning
jurisdiction of a city or wwthin the corporate boundary of an
i ncorporate city; subsequent new zoning nmap and subsequent
properties that which will receive a conditional use permt
under the new regul ations. The notion was approved by a 3-0
vot e.

County Pl anner Mark Vonachen infornmed the Board of one
change under Section 7, the provision regarding all orders
i ssued by the District Court, enforcing provisions of the Reno
County Land Devel opnent Regul ations in effect prior to the
effective date of this resolution, which said orders remain
within the continuing jurisdiction of the Court, shall be
consi dered and acted upon under the provisions of said previous
Reno County Land Devel opnent Regul ations. He thanked the
Pl anni ng Conmm ssion nmenbers for their countless hours of work to
get the regulations to where they are today.



M. Schlickau stated the Planni ng Board has done an
exceptional job and this Board is appreciative of their hard
wor K.

M. Dillon comented that he was inpressed with the
consultant and stated that, “He was very hel pful to ne”. M.
Vonachen replied that he worked well with the Pl anning
Conmi ssion as wel |.

M. Dem ng had a resident call asking questions on
restricting the conmercial zoning and taking away property
rights with the new regulations. M. Vonachen replied that we
are not taking away any property rights; they are allowed to
devel op their property for residential purposes with zoning
permts. As far as commercial and industrial, we have issued
condi tional use permts for those businesses that exist now that
are legal and conpliant with the regul ations. M. Demng’s
caller also asked if a request was turned down for the
condi tional use process do they have to wait a year before they
can file again. M. Vonachen stated that was correct. It is
di fferent because we don’t have that provision currently but is
comon regul ati on you may see across the country. It keeps
people fromcontinually applying for conditional use hoping to
wear down the Planning Conm ssion or this Board on a proposal.
However, if they nmake significant changes they can reapply.

Harlen Priddle, 8214 S. Haven Road, Pl anning Conmm ssion,
did a great job with the regulations. Al the rewites were
done by M. Vonachen hinself. Hel ping the Pl anni ng Conm ssion
with the regulations was M. MConb and the Reno County IT
Departnment and was a real teameffort. M. Priddle suggested
t he need for an annual review of the regulations.

M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to close the
public hearing. The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

M. Vonachen was al so available for the next two agenda
itens.

M. Dllon noved, seconded by M. Schlickau, to approve
resol uti on #2016-09; A RESOLUTI ON CONCERNI NG THE ADOPTI ON BY
REFERENCE OF THE APRI L, 2016 EDI TI ON OF THE RENO COUNTY ZONI NG
REGULATI ONS FOR A PORTI ON OF RENO COUNTY, KANSAS AS REFLECTED ON
THE OFFI Cl AL ZONI NG DI STRI CT BOUNDARY MAP, EXCEPT THOSE LANDS
W THI N A DESI GNATED EXTRA- TERRI TORI AL ZONI NG JURI SDI CTI ON OF A



CITY OR WTH N THE CORPORATE BOUNDARY OF AN | NCORPORATED CI TY.
The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

M. Schlickau nmoved, seconded by M. Dillon, to approve a
resol ution #2016-10; A RESOLUTI ON AMENDI NG COUNTY RESOLUTI ON
2010-49 IN I TS ENTI RETY AND PROVI DI NG SUBSTI TUTE PROVI SI ONS
THEREFORE RELATI NG TO THE | SSUANCE OF ZONI NG COVPLI ANCE PERM TS.
M. Vonachen explained this resolution was the fee schedul e and
authorized himto issue pernits and adni ni ster zoning
regul ati ons. A change was nade under Exceptions to the Perm:t
Fee Tabl e that separated itens into four exceptions instead of
bei ng one paragraph. The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

County Adm ni strator Gary Meagher explained the sales tax
report stating the county sales tax revenue for April was up
$21, 242. 51 and year to date was down $24,533.72. The jail sales
tax revenue was up for April $22,872.91 and down for the year
$39, 144.51 but was still in good shape to pay the bond off
early.

At 9:15 M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to
recess the neeting until 11:00 a.m to relocate to the Cedar
Crest Amish Mennonite Church, 7213 Wst MIls, Hutchinson,
Kansas |ocated south and west of Pleasantview, for a public
hearing on the subject of petitions seeking fire district
boundary changes in Fire Districts No. #2, #3, #4 and attaching
themto Fire District No. #8. The notion was approved by a 3-0
vot e.

Conmi ssioner Deming <called the neeting to order and
i ntroduced County Conmm ssioners Janes Schlickau and Brad Dill on,
Counselor Joe OSullivan, County Cerk Donna Patton, 9-1-1
Director Mchele Abbott, D spatch Supervisor Leon Bouea, County
Adm ni strator Gary Meagher, and M nutes Cerk G ndy Martin.

At 11: 00 M. Schlickau noved, to reconvene the neeting
opening up the public hearing on the subject of petitions
seeking fire district boundary changes in Fire D strict #8,
seconded by M. Dillon. The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

County Counsel or Joe O'Sullivan provided a summary of the
creation and expansi on of Reno County Volunteer Fire Districts
whi ch began in the late 1950’s. The Fire districts eventually
enconpassed all of Reno County except for territory within the
City of Hutchinson. Mst of the Fire Districts (FD) were forned
around a city which provided volunteer firefighters and
facilities for storage of firefighting equipnment. |In nmany



instances the cities are not centrally |located within the
District. He stated that significant capital investnment has
been made in each District over the years for the construction
of fire stations in nunmerous |ocations, for the purchase of fire
trucks, firefighter equipnment, comrunications equi pnent and
formal firefighter training courses at Hutchi nson Community
Col | ege and el sewhere. He indicated that each of the Fire
Districts is subject to a five ml| levy cap to fund annual
budgets and that all of the Districts are at or near the five
ml levy imt. He stressed that keeping territory within each
District was essential for maintaining the tax base to fund
future budgets. He pointed out that the significant capital
investnment in infrastructure and equi pnent in each District was
made to serve the territory of each District as organi zed, and
that detaching territory fromany District shifted the tax
burden for firefighting services in the District to the
territory remaining.

He reviewed prior requests made to County Conmi ssions to
transfer territory fromone Fire District to another. The
requests were generally justified because a fire station in an
adjoining Fire District was closer than one in which the
requesting party’s property was |located. He stated that the
potential for many such requests exists throughout the Fire
Districts; and he further stated that historically County
Comm ssioners had rejected detaching property fromone District
and re-attaching it to another solely because of the | ocation of
a fire station. He recommended that Conmm ssioners change
property fromone District to another only upon a showi ng that a
property owner was not receiving adequate enmergency services in
his assigned District. He also urged Conm ssioners to renenber
that as the governing body for each Fire District, they have a
public responsibility to all of the patrons of each District and
not to the private interests of any one of them

M. OSullivan reviewed the contract between FD #2 and the
City of Hutchinson which resulted in the nerger of those two
fire departnments. He indicated the contract was witten to
guarantee the property owners in FD #2 fire protection and an
af f ordabl e cost perpetually, even in the event of significant
| ost valuation in the District. He said it breaches the spirit
and intent of that contract, if not creating an actual breach of
t he agreenent, for the governing body of the District to detach
valuation fromthe District, thus shifting some of the tax
burden to the taxpayers of Hutchinson.



Finally, M. OSullivan recommended that many of the issues
facing county volunteer fire districts today, including the ones
presented by the Petitioners, could be resolved by consolidating
all of the County Fire Districts, except FD #2, into one unified
District. He said it is a concept worth of exploration and
future di scussion.

Di spat ch Supervi sor Leon Bouea gave a ten m nute Energency
Managenent Presentation and spoke about automatic aid between
different Fire Districts. He also briefly explained the fire
districts response protocol for nedical runs.

Comm ssi oner Demi ng asked for clarification for both
stations responding. M. Bouea stated two respond now fromthe
time of dispatch. EMS fromFire District #3 and #8 woul d be
removed so there would be 50 percent reduction in service if you
don’t have the co-response dispatch.

9-1-1 Director Mchel e Abbott explained the CAD system and
how it recomended the units to be dispatched for the different
responses to energency situations and where they should go. She
stated they use a mapping layer that the Fire Chiefs approve for
each address and the authority is based on file or record.

Fire Chief Lyndon Ropp fromFire District #8 took the fl oor
to begin the public cooments. H's najor concern centered on the
call outs fromdifferent fire stations who took 10 to 15 m nutes
to respond when FD #8 was the closest station. He told a story
of a lady stuck upside down in a dry creek bed and anot her
di strict was dispatched when he was closer. The other concern
was the safety of neighbors in their community. He di scussed
nmoney for valuations and a frustration with what he deenmed was a
m suse of county resources to have nore than one District
respondi ng. Chief Ropp stated the petitions that were based on
the statues called for ten percent in signatures and ninety
percent of the residents have supported the three petitions with
si gnat ures.

Conmi ssi oner Schlickau asked if the dry creek incident
woul d not be better covered with both FD #4 and FD #8 respondi ng
to the energency. Then he asked if in Chief Ropp’s opinion did
t he co-response work?

Chi ef Ropp replied you don’t need both. He stated the
aver age expense per run was $520 and when two respond it could
cost over $1,000 and in his opinion, was a waste of noney.



M chel e Abbott stated co-share, county/city, had 83, 000
calls last year through 9-1-1 so they do the best they can with
t he resources avail abl e.

Assi stant Chief Bob Wiite with FD #3 spoke about the fire
departnents not responding to certain nedical energencies. He
stated the EMI's were not nedical directors and had to foll ow
protocols. EMI in N ckerson operates under certain protocols
and cannot step over their license liability. He said, “W care
but have rules”. Those fringe calls like the lady in the creek
bed were tough calls when close to the other districts |ine and
anot her district seened cl oser.

Janes MIler Assistant Chief with FD #8 has been a
vol unteer firefighter for 39 years and his bi ggest concern was
not to hinder service to communities. He stated the current

systemcould work and that they will nake it work but he
believes there nmust be a better way to nmake it trouble free with
| ess chance for errors. He asked what good is a resolution if

it is overridden by authorities. He wants the fire district
officials to do what is good for the comrunity in which they
serve.

Conmi ssi oner Schlickau questioned M. MIler’s meani ng when
he remarked about the resolution. M. MIler explained that
t hey needed 10 percent and had 90 percent of the comunities
support and it still may not pass.

Comm ssi oner Deming wanted to know if it was | ess confusing
for the community to be served by just FD #8. M. Mller
replied that he believed there would be | ess confusion for just
FD #8 to respond and not having to deal with the conbi ned
di strict agreenent.

Fire Chief Kent Branscomw th FD #4 gave a brief history
of FD #4 and stated he had no problemw th the automatic aide as
far as District #4 was concerned and woul d hel p where needed.

M. Schlickau asked Chief Branscomif in his opinion the co-
response worked. The Chief replied yes it did. Then his

Assi stant Chi ef Adam Pickett stated he has been a firefighter
for 20 years and spoke about fire coverage respondi ng to nedi cal
ener genci es per protocol.

Fire Chief Kenny Burgess with FD #3 has been a firefighter
for 45 years and Chief for 30 of those. He stated no matter
where you nove the |ine soneone would be outside that |ine and
you can’t always keep noving it. Automatic response w th nutual



aid does work and gets nore people on the scene for help. In
his opinion, if you have one district it would delay the
response by ot her agenci es.

Attorney Geg Bell representing the petitioners had a few
comments to the Board. He started with the Pl easantview
residents that signed the petitions because of a bigger
responsibility to their community and what was best for the
citizens with FD #8 being so close. He stated it was not about
noney or who was better at their job, it all came down to
concern for their neighbors safety, which is no different than
ot her communities. M. Bell went on to say they told himit was
a duplicate of services to have other districts called out when
FD#8 was | ess than a half a mle away. He gave an exanple of a
vol unteer firefighter called out from Haven and when he
responded was told to return home and wasted a half day running
around. He said it was confusing who, when, and where woul d
respond in the case of emergencies. These people are very
protective over their neighborhoods and take pride in their
community. M. Bell discussed the fixed and operational costs
and the conpensation agreenment not being handled correctly
stating that could be an easy fix. His final comment was there
had to be a better way to do this and that was why 90 percent of
the residents petitioned to nmake this change.

Commi ssi oner Deming asked M. Bell to clarify that with the
co-response in effect and nore districts respondi ng, why was
this not a better systemthan just sending one district. M.
Bell replied it was a duplication of effort, if two can do the
job instead of 10 for the day to day runs. He gave two reasons
(1) was wasteful, (2) co-response was nore people with nore room
for errors.

Chief Ropp interjected with who would respond or handl e the
calls; the east side or west side and stated that it was
conf usi ng.

Commi ssi oner Schlickau stated that M. Bell’s conments
contradi cted each other. M. Schlickau pointed out that M.
Bell said it was not about the noney but instead about the
safety to citizens. He largely agreed with that cooment. M.
Schlickau then added that M. Bell’s response to Comm ssi oner
Dem ng’s question contradicted that thought. M. Bell said
sending two districts to the scene in the co-response area was
wast ef ul .



Assi st Chi ef Adam Pickett with FD #4 expl ai ned that sendi ng
nore units to response was protecting people in the fire
districts. Sone of the districts like Partridge were limted
with nmutual aid in what could respond to what call w th what
equi pnment .

Assi st Chief Bob Wiite with FD #3 cane up to comment t hat
Ni ckerson under automatic aid puts units on the road to save
time. They can always turn around if not needed and it mnakes
for a quicker response with the correct resources.

Ben MIler ower of Stutzman’s G eenhouse had a question
for dispatch on who gets the call for nedical or fire. He was
addressing an issue that happened before the Decenber 2015
agreenent. His retail properties are split on both sides of the
road so he was questioning froma retail standpoint a fire issue
but also a nmedical concern since his primary fire district was
ten mles away (FD #4) not the half mle away (FD #8). He
stated the community was not confortable with the confusion of
who will respond with safety and nedi cal calls.

Ms. Abbott replied to his inquiry that joint districts
woul d i nprove safety with proper fire calls and | SO annual
reviews woul d al so inprove insurance ratings. She clarified
that we are tal king about the fire districts not the nedical
runs.

M. Meagher is working on addressing the EMS capacity under
the medical director issues. He stated the Fire Chiefs know
what they respond to for different levels of nedical calls
depending on staff to respond to those calls.

Joe Schnucker was concerned about brush or house fire when
Partridge was to respond to his address and was niles away with
FD #8 within a mle and a hal f.

Assi st Chief Pickett replied that if it was a structure
fire, three units would respond automatically. Both units
respondi ng, FD#4 and FD#8 woul d get nore people to handl e the
fire and nmedi cal would have to foll ow protocol

Ms. Abbott al so agreed that it depended on the specific
response if they identified it was a house fire or structure
fire not brush. Brush may only require one firefighting unit or
two FD#4 and FD#8 woul d be called to respond.



Oville Mller in FD #2 wanted to clarify a few things that
were a problem for decades. This community cares about each
other. He told the story of a ditch fire that FD#8 responded to
and FD#3 took over. FD #3 was 13 m | es away when FD #8 was only
s mile away. He stated that it was not about respond tinme, we
can do better. He was concerned about nedical response.

Marvin Nisly lives in FD #4 and his concern was that FD #8
was | ess than 2 mles away and Arlington was 9.5 mles for
response tinme. He thanked all the volunteer firefighters for
their service. He stated that the community is united to have
FD #8 serve them and they wanted help to be there as soon as
possible. He would like to be fair but safety of famly and
church is the utnost so use common sense when deci di ng.

Conmi ssi oner Dem ng once again asked if nore units would
not be better to respond. M. Nisly replied that it was
confusing and conmon sense in his opinion wuld be to send one
not two units.

Nor man Yutzy had concerns about combn sense and safety to
protect the community. He stated the community deserves nore
than to wait 10 to 15 m nutes for help.

Adam Ni sly stated you asked if two units respondi ng were
better. He asked, “Wiy do you not get the sane fire district
coverage county wide instead of in our area”. He stated nedical
was taken care of in this area.

Harry Shank al so asked why two were better than one. He
stated an out building was on fire | ast October and FD #8 got
there with a tender but was not the correct equipnment and had to
wait until FD #4 responded with an engine to fight the fire.

M. Shank wanted to know if the engine would stay with FD #4.

Keith Nisly coomented that he has worked for over a year on
the petitions and one thing cane out at all the neetings. It
was confusion over covered response areas. Wo would respond to
what energency and he would like to see it defined to help
peopl e understand. |If the present Board of Conmm ssioners were
not re-elected how do we nove this along in the future? He
asked the Comm ssion to seriously consider the 90 percent of
| andowners that signed the petition which was in excess of the
10 percent required.

TimN sly conmmented that FD #8 cannot respond to incidents
until other agencies cone.



M. Meagher heard the Fire Districts don’t have a Medi cal
Director but he is in contact with the new EM5S about covering
the county also with the same protocols throughout the county.
State | aw provi des EMI services but we need to get a Medi cal
Director in place. The assenbly discussed nedical calls.

M. Bouea briefly discussed nedic 2 and 3 areas and the
divided line for nmedical response. EM districts are type 2
services and everyone el se has Hutchinson. The transporting
dividing Iine where EMS provides services is out by Arlington.

Ri chard Yoder lives in FD #3 and asked to have the |ines
changed for nedical safety. FD #8 has EMI services and yet they
were not called. W are not covered nedically if you don’t
approve FD #8 for coverage.

Ms. Jay Mller lives in FD #4 and stated why do we need
two units when FD #8 volunteers live a few mles away and are
faster than FD #4. She felt the backup unit should be the
primary unit to respond. She felt commobn sense needs to be used
for calls.

John E. Yoder stated that just |ike Mohawk Road, common
sense shoul d be used since this was an inportant issue for this
comunity.

M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to close the
public hearing. The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

Comm ssi oner Schlickau read a response to the discussion
that started nearly a year ago with M. Meagher and nerchants of
the Pl easantview area. The neetings generated an understandi ng
of the confusion surrounding the area, where four fire districts
conme together. The discussion generated two possible sol utions.
Devel op co-response areas between the four fire districts, or
petition to detach territory fromother districts and attach
that area to Fire District #8.

Co-response areas have been established and approved by the
Board of County Comm ssion (BOCC), and are working as desi gned.
Pl easant vi ew representati ves have expressed di spleasure in this
option, and have filed petitions to attach territory into their
district. The area petitioned affects approxi mately 15
sections. M. Schlickau expressed on several occasions, to
representatives that the area under consideration is too
expansi ve and deviates fromtheir initial concern of elimnating



confusion in the i medi ate area surroundi ng Pl easantview. He
expressed that he would be willing to have di scussi ons about the
three sections to the north, northwest, and west of the area.
However, today we can only consider the area petitioned, and
vote in support or denial of the territory. A conprom se of
area, other than that contained within the petition, is not
allowed. Also, two sections currently in Fire District #2 have
been included in the petitioned area and have been split in
hal f, despite recommendati ons not to do so. This creates a new
situation of confusion and difficulty with respect to

di spat chi ng energency responders.

Property detached fromother fire districts results in |oss
of valuation and shifts the tax burden to the remaining property
owners. |If the petitions are allowed to proceed, than a m ni nun
of 19 percent of property owners, within the petitioned area,
are required to reject the change. Qher property owners,
within the affected districts but outside the petitioned area,
will not be able to participate in the process, despite possible
increased taxes. Fire District #8 woul d benefit from
potentially |ower taxes, spread out over nore valuation, with no
loss in services. Property owers within the petitioned area
are receiving an adequate and appropriate |evel of energency
services. It is therefore inportant to distinguish the
di fference between public interests and private interests.
Changing fire district boundaries because they are “wanted”

i nstead of “needed” is not acting in the best interests of Reno
County residents, and sets an endl ess precedence. It is the
responsibility of the BOCCto act in the interests of al
taxpayers in the district, which includes preserving the fiscal
integrity of each district.

He finished with, for these reasons he was rejecting the
petition requests. However, this nmay be the catalyst to
initiate discussions of creating one rural fire district, and
pursue the best interests of all Reno County residents.

Comm ssi oner Dem ng expressed concerns about approving the
petition that he felt were drawn too broadly and had the entire
community of Pleasantview. He believes the co-response plan can
and will work if given a chance, noting it has only been in
effect since |ast Decenber. He also noted the conm ssion has no
| egal authority to nodify the petitions presented. He stated
that he could not approve the changes as requested but woul d
support new petitions narrow ng district changes to the basic
Pl easant vi ew busi ness area al ong the hi ghway, which woul d reduce



confusion by giving District 8 first response froma station
cl oser to Pl easantvi ew busi nesses.

Commi ssioner Dillon would not approve the petition today
but was open to changing it.

Conmmi ssi oner Schlickau stated that he had prepared notes
before the public hearing to organize his thoughts from
information collected fromthe past year. He was interested in
hearing comments fromthe public before finalizing his opinion.
M. Schlickau said those conmments hel ped shape a proposed
conprom se. He proposed to detach three sections imedi ately
surroundi ng the Pl easantvi ew busi ness area and attach those
three sections to Fire District #8. The section north fromFire
District #2, the section northwest fromFire District #3, and
the section west fromFire District #4. M. Schlickau al so
proposed expanding the Fire District #4/#8 co-response area
south to include three sections. The boundary would be Trails
West Road to the south end Partridge Road to the west. M.
Schlickau stated he woul d support both of those changes.

M. Schlickau stated he wanted a deci sion to be nade today
so that the revised petitions could be drawn to reflect the
changes. He thought that if a new public hearing, publishing
requi renents and a protest period followed a very specific
tinmeline, the changes could occur before the July 1st deadli ne,
which follows state statute.

Attorney Geg Bell stated he would start on the new co-
response expansi on and hoped it could be done. He would work on
redefining Pleasantvi ew area.

M. Dllon noved to decline all three of the petition as
witten, seconded by M. Schlickau. The notion was approved by
a 3-0 vote.

At 2:05 the neeting adjourned until 9:00 a.m Tuesday, My
3, 2016.

Appr oved:

Menmbers of the Board of Conmi ssioners:
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