
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS 

ADDRESSING THE COMMISSION:  Public comment will be taken for each regular agenda item as 
each item is discussed.  Individuals will be limited to one comment per agenda item. 

Individuals are asked to come to the microphone, sign in, and state their name.  We ask that you 
sign in so that we can get the spelling of your name correct in the minutes of the meeting. Speakers 
should address all comments/questions to the Commission. 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 24, 2019 

4:00 p.m. - WORK SESSION 
(1) 2018 Criminal Justice Services and Juvenile Detention Center use update (Pam Weigand)

5:30 p.m. BUSINESS MEETING 
-Approval of the minutes for March 27, April 3 and April 10, 2019

CONSENT AGENDA 
(1) (a)  Consider approval of Commission Orders;

(b) Accept the base and alternate bid from Spurling Mechanical in the amount $60,256 for
heating and a/c system upgrades for the Hillcrest Wrecker building. (David Sparkes);

(c) Consider approval to authorize the Board of County Commissioners to sign and hourly-
rate agreement with a not-to-exceed cost of $3,448.25 with Finney & Turnipseed,
Transportation and Civil Engineering LLC, to provide engineering services for Project No.
2019-3, Bridge 1180-1300 repairs. (Keith Browning);

(d) Consider approval of a resolution directing the County Counselor to institute a judicial tax
foreclosure action in the District Court of Douglas County (Paula Gilchrist);

(e) Consider approval of minutes from May 17 and November 29, 2017; and
(f) Accounts payable

REGULAR AGENDA 
(2) Adoption of the 2019-2020 Employee Health Plan (Sarah Plinsky)

(3) Appointments:
• Community Corrections Board Advisory Board (1) position open (Social Services)
• Douglas County Food Policy Council (2) positions open (Local food system/Ag Producer)
• Douglas County Heritage Conservation Council (2) positions (Lawyer/Architect) 05/31/19
• JAAA Advisory Council (2) position
• JAAA Board of Directors (1) positions
• Lawrence-Douglas County Advocacy Council on Aging (10) open positions

(4) General Public Comment
General Public Comment will be at the end of each meeting with a limit of one comment per
person and keep their comments brief. Individuals may not give unused time to other
speakers. As a general practice, the Commission will not discuss/debate these items, nor will
the Commission make decisions on items presented during this time, rather they will refer the
items to staff for follow up, if necessary.

(5) Committee Reports

(6) Commissioner and/or Administrator Miscellaneous

(7) Adjourn

TABLED



 
 
 
 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 1, 2019 
4:00 p.m. – WORK SESSION 
-Open Space Project Charter review 
 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 8, 2019 
5:30 p.m.  – REGULAR MEETING 
-Proclamation for “Mental Health Month” (Patrick Schmitz) 
 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 2019 
4:00 p.m. – WORK SESSION 
-Crisis Center Operational Planning 
5:30 p.m. – REGULAR SESSION 
-Proclamation for “Emergency Medical Services Week” (Randy Roberts/Shaun Coffey/Rich Barr) 
-Proclamation (Jasmin Moore) 
 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 22, 2019 
4:00 p.m. – WORK SESSION 
-Lawrence Community Shelter (Erika Dvorske) 
 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2019- cancelled 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: The Douglas County Commission meets regularly on Wednesdays at 5:30 p.m., and at 4:00 p.m. for Work 
Sessions as needed. Meetings are held at the Douglas County Courthouse (2nd Floor) at 1100 Massachusetts 
Street, Lawrence, KS 66044. Specific regular meeting dates that are not listed above have not been cancelled 
unless specifically noted on this schedule.  
 

https://www.douglascountyks.org/commission/who-we-are


Board of County Commissioners 

Study Session 
April 24, 2019



Criminal Justice Services
Youth Programs

Juvenile Intake and Assessment
Truancy and Diversion Program

Immediate Intervention Program
Conditions of Release

Day School
Juvenile Community Corrections

Juvenile Detention



Juvenile Intake and Assessment

• When a law enforcement officer (LEO) 
decides to take a juvenile into police 
custody, either as an alleged Juvenile 
Offender (JO) or a Child In Need of Care 
(CINC), juvenile intake is available to help 
determine and  facilitate emergency 
placement needs, provide crisis 
intervention and mediation and make 
referrals for services. (CJS July 2018)



2018 Juvenile Intake and Assessment Statistics
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Juvenile Intake Demographics
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Kansas Juvenile Justice Reform in Douglas County

Douglas County signed on to the Annie E. Casey Foundations Detention Alternatives Initiative 
in 2011.  As part of the initiative work  Douglas County established an Agreement to Appear 
(ATA) process in 2011.   Any law enforcement officer in Douglas County may issue a juvenile 
in the field an ATA in lieu of taking the youth to juvenile intake.  The juvenile is required to 
contact juvenile intake within 48 hours.

The ATA/NTA process was adopted statewide as a part of Kansas Juvenile Justice Reform 
(SB367)  

In Kansas:
• In 2018, Law enforcement issued 2,922 Notice To Appear (NTA) (Agreement to Appear Douglas County) 

keeping the youth in their home and community for future appearance
• 80.5% of youth issued a NTA by Law Enforcement subsequently appeared to 

complete the Juvenile Intake process



Douglas County Agreement to Appear(ATA) 
Statistics by Year 2014-2018
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Kansas University/Criminal Justice Services 
Truancy and Diversion Program

The truancy and diversion 
program works with students 
identified by the school district as 
having attendance problems.  KU 
interns mentor truant students, 
coordinate needed services, and 
promote school attendance.  The 
goal of the program is to divert 
truant students from formal court 
involvement. (Est. 1977, CJS 2011) 



The KU/CJS Truancy Program
• The truancy program works with truant or pre-truant 

students who are between the ages of 7-15. 

• In 2017-2018, the Truancy Program worked with 71 
youth

• 52 youth had their first program
• 22 youth graduated successfully
• 18 youth participated in their 3rd, 4th or 5th program

• In the first two quarters of 2018-2019, the program 
worked with 56 youth.

• 50 youth had their 1st program
• 13 have graduated successfully
• 14 youth are participating in their 3rd, 4th or 5th program



Age Comparison for Truancy Students
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Truancy Students Demographics
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Detention Day School 

Is an alternative school placement for 
youth who are experiencing problems in 
school or have had attendance issues. 
Attendance at day school is determined 
by the court. 
The program was established in 1998 
through a collaboration between Unified 
School District 497, Douglas County 
Criminal Justice Services and the 7th

Judicial District Court. 



Day School Average Daily Population
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Day School Statistics for 2018
In  the 2017-2018 school year there were 
a total of 55 students who participated in 
the program.

For the fall semester of 2018-2019 school 
year, there were a total of 36 students 
participating. 
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Day School Demographics
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2018 CJS Juvenile Offender Programs Overview
Total participants for Programs 
were as follows:
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Supervision Types

CORs IIP

JISP JCF

CR from JCF Courtesy Supervision

Interstate Compact

Immediate Intervention Programs (IIP) (Diversion) 190

Conditions of Release (COR’S) 58

Juvenile Intensive Supervised Probation (JISP) 
(Juvenile community Corrections) 

25

Juvenile Correctional Facility (JCF) 8

Conditional Release (CR) (from JCF) 4

Courtesy Supervision  (Out of County) 2

Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ) (Out of State) 3



Diverting Youth from the Criminal Justice System

Immediate Intervention Program: Provides intervention services to juveniles who are 
alleged to have committed an offense in Douglas County to help them avoid 
prosecution. (Est. July 2017)

In Kansas: 

Comparing 2015 court diversion data to 2018 Immediate Intervention Program (IIP) data, 875 
more youth had an opportunity to be accountable for their action without more intensive 
intervention

• Of 2,018 youth who completed IIP in 2018, 88.6% (N=1,788) were successfully 
discharged



Immediate Intervention Program
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IIP Demographics
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Conditions of Release Supervision

Is a supervised release program for 
youth who have been detained, or 
who are awaiting further court 
hearings on an alleged serious offense. 
Juveniles may be placed on conditions 
of release supervision by the District 
Attorney’s Office or the Court.



Conditions of Release Statistics for 2017 and 2018
2017 CORS 2018 CORS
Carryover from Previous Year: 23 Carryover from Previous Year: 22
New in 2017: 39 New in 2018: 38
Closed in 2017: 42 Closed in 2018: 35
Total CORS in 2017: 62 Total CORS in 2018: 60
Total Days: 6242 Total Days: 8804

The Average Daily Population increased by 41% 
from 2017

The Average Length of Supervision  increased by 
45% from 2017
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CORS Demographics for 2017 and 2018
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2018 Juvenile House Arrest Data
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Juvenile Community Corrections

Is intensive supervised probation for 
moderate to high risk offenders 
assigned by the court for a specified 
period of time. Juveniles on community 
corrections are monitored closely and 
have access to evidenced based 
programs that focus on changing 
behaviors, attitudes and encouraging 
future law abiding behavior.



Juvenile Intensive Supervision Probation Statistics for 2017 and 2018

2017 2018
Carry Over from Previous Year: 15 Carry Over from Previous Year: 10
New in 2017: 15 New in 2018: 15
Closed in 2017: 23 Closed in 2018: 10
Total on ISP: 30 Total on ISP: 25
Total Days: 4075 Total Days: 3960
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JISP Demographics for 2017 and 2018
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The future of the Juvenile Detention Center



Juvenile Justice Reform in Kansas

• Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) beginning 2011
• Piloting of a Detention Risk Assessment Instrument began in 2012
• 2014 House Bill 2588: limits on CINC in JDC, alternative adjudication, raised waiver age 10 to 12, authorize risk 

assessment by courts, changes to JCF admission, study of YRCII

• 2015 House Bill 2336: require risk assessment by courts, house youth waived to adult status in juvenile facility

• Council of State Governments study presented March of 2015
• June 2015 the leadership of Executive, Judicial and Legislative branch establish Juvenile 

Justice Workgroup and recommendations in December 2015
• 2016 Senate Bill 367: comprehensive reform 

• 2017 Senate Bill 42: “trailer bill” to SB367



Examples of New or Changed Policy 

• School and LEO collaboration on 
referrals to juvenile justice

• Notice to appear
• Detention Risk Assessment
• Immediate Intervention
• Removal of CINC from Detention
• Investment in Evidence based 

program and practices

• Graduated Responses
• Earned Probation Discharge
• Length of probation and case 

caps
• Reduced use of placements
• Commitments to JCF
• Waiver to Adult System
• Monitoring of implementation



Kansas Data Trends
As the next few slides illustrate, since 2008 Kansas continues to see 
declines at nearly all measurable contact points in the juvenile justice 
system. 

• Less Arrests by LEO
• Reduce Juvenile Offender Case Filings
• Less kids presented to Juvenile Intake (except FY17 to FY18)
• Fewer kids on Executive Branch Probation
• Declines in youth securely confined at Juvenile Correctional Facility
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2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
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Juvenile Detention

A secure public or private 
facility which is used for the 
lawful custody of accused or 
adjudicated juvenile offenders 
under 16 years of age pending 
court disposition. 
(Est. Douglas Co. March1995) 



Juvenile Detention Admissions – CINC vs JO
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Total Days Comparison 2017 and 2018
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Juvenile Detention Statistics
Using Total Days by Population:

Comparing 2017 and 2018
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Breakdown of CINC vs. JO Admissions
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Alternative uses for the JDC Building?

• Secure Care
• Crisis Center Beds - juveniles
• Day or evening reporting program
• Inpatient treatment program



Why not use the Juvenile Detention for Adults?

If we use the facility for adult inmates we would need to remove 
all  juvenile programs from the building to comply with the:

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act; (1974, Reauthorized 
2018)  one of the original intents of the JJDPA was to safeguard all pre-adjudicated 
youth under the age of 18 by ensuring they have no sight or sound contact with adults 
inmates. Under "sight and sound," children cannot be housed next to adult cells, share 
dining halls, recreations areas, or any other common spaces with adults, or be placed in 
any circumstances that could expose them to threats or abuse from adult offenders. 
The act also differentiates between the needs of adults and the needs of children and 
youth who come into contact with the justice system channeling youth into a separate 
system to specifically address such needs, including the need for youth to be protected 
from the dangers of adult jails



JDC Staff Non Detention Responsibilities:

• Booking and fingerprinting all alleged juvenile offenders
• Day School supervision and support

• 4:00 pm after school (work) monitoring
• 8:00 pm after school behavior monitoring and transportation

• Monitoring electronic monitoring clients
• Responding to BI alerts
• Contacting LEO for welfare checks on victims when EMD clients enter exclusion zones
• Check in EMD equipment on evenings/weekends
• Assist EMD with new batteries or equipment issues evening/weekends

• Performing intakes and Assessments on youth brought to intake by LEO when on-
call staff unavailable.

• Conducting evening and weekend surveillance on juveniles assigned to CJS 
supervision.

• Assist with Crossroads and Strengthening Families Programs Facilitation



Secure Care

A secure youth residential facility 
used to provide care and treatment 
for alleged or adjudicated children 
in need of care pursuant to the 
Kansas code for the care of 
children. 



Why Secure Care?

• 3 Secure Care Programs 

Sedgwick County
St Francis

Harvey County
Ember Hope

Geary County

*No Secure Care facilities for 
youth in Northeast Kansas



Questions?



 
  
 
 
 

 
 
MEMO TO: The Board of County Commissioners 
  Sarah Plinsky, Interim County Administrator 
 
FROM:  Jackie Waggoner, Purchasing Director 
  Division of Purchasing 
 
SUBJECT: Consider Recommendation of Contract for AC/Heating Upgrades 
 
DATE:  April 17, 2019  
 
Funds were allocated in Capital Improvement Projects to upgrade seven residential heating and a/c 
systems at the fairgrounds. An alternate to upgrade three systems at the Hillcrest Wrecker building 
was included to be awarded depending on available funds. 
 
Two bids were received in response to our solicitation: Spurling Mechanical and Scott Temperature. 
The table below summarizes the original bids: 
 

 Spurling 
Mechanical 

Scott 
Temperature 

Base Bid (7 units) $60,256 $49,782 
Alternate Bid (3 units) No response $17,970 

Guaranteed Number of Days to Install 14 days 15 working days 
TOTAL COST $60,256 $67,752 

 
During the evaluation process we contacted Spurling Mechanical to clarify their bid and was told the 
base bid included the cost of the alternate which was original submitted incorrectly. Spurling 
provided the breakdown of $42,179.20 for the base bid and $18,076.80 which matched their total 
cost of $60,256. The bid submitted by Scott Temperature had an exception to the requirements that 
would increase the County’s cost slightly. The Board has the authority to accept changes provided it 
does not impact the original cost submitted at the bid opening.  
 
It is staff’s preference to accept the base and alternate bid from the low bidder. Dave Sparkes will be 
available at the meeting to answer any questions you may have. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  The Board of County Commissioners accepts the base and alternate bid 
from Spurling Mechanical in the amount $60,256 for heating and a/c system upgrades. 
 

DOUGLAS COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
Division of Purchasing 

1100 Massachusetts Street 
Lawrence, KS 66044-3064 

(785) 832-5286 Fax (785) 838-2480 
www.douglascountyks.org 













































































 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
MEMO TO:  Board of County Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Paula Gilchrist, County Treasurer 
 
SUBJECT: Consider Resolution to Initiate Tax Foreclosure Sale  
 
DATE:  April 24, 2019 
 
 
Consider a County Resolution directing the County Counselor to institute judicial 
tax foreclosure action in the District Court of Douglas County on real estate 
delinquencies more than three years past due, as per K.S.A 79-2801.  
 
Actions to include securing the County’s interest by filing a lien on each property; 
researching ownership and real estate title; locating and notifying all persons with 
legal interest in each property of the impending sale and requirements for 
redemption; preparing guidelines and requirements for the sale; conducting the 
sale and verifying proceeds and disbursement.  

DOUGLAS COUNTY TREASURER 
1100 Massachusetts Street 

Lawrence, KS 66044 
(785) 832-5275 Fax (785) 832-0226 

pgilchrist@douglascountyks.org 



RESOLUTION NO. 19 - ____ 
 

A RESOLUTION DIRECTING THE COUNTY COUNSELOR TO INSTITUTE A JUDICIAL TAX 
FORECLOSURE ACTION IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS 

 
 WHEREAS, K.S.A. 79-2801, and amendments thereto, provides for real estate tax 
foreclosure actions in the District Court in the name of The Board of County Commissioners, to 
judicially foreclose on the County’s real estate tax liens. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS: 
 
 Section 1. Action to be Instituted.  The County Counselor of Douglas County, Kansas, in 
the name of the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County, Kansas, is directed to institute 
a judicial tax foreclosure action pursuant to K.S.A. 79-2801, et seq., against the owners or supposed 
owners of such real estate and all persons having or claiming to have any interest therein or thereto, 
to enforce the lien of Douglas County, Kansas and its taxing authorities, for taxes, charges, 
assessments, interest, and penalties on unredeemed real estate bid in by Douglas County for real 
estate having unpaid real estate taxes and assessments for 2014 and prior years. 
  

Section 2. Effective Date.  This Resolution shall take effect and be in full force from and 
after its adoption by the Board of County Commissioners. 
 
 
 ADOPTED __________________, 2019. 
 
 
      BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
      DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS 
 
 
Attest:      _______________________________________  

   Michelle Derusseau, Chair 
 
 
_____________________________  _______________________________________  
Jameson D. Shew, County Clerk  Patrick Kelly, Vice Chair 
 
       
      _______________________________________ 
      Nancy Thellman, Member 
 
 
       



April 18, 2019 

To: Douglas County Commissioners 
From: Robin Crabtree, Executive Secretary 
Memo:  Two sets of old minutes that need Commission approval. 

During the audit process, staff has found two sets of minutes that did not get 
Commission approval back in 2017 as an oversight; May 17, 2017 and November 29, 
2017. I would like to submit these two sets of minutes for consideration on the April 24, 
2019 agenda.    

DOUGLAS COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
1100 Massachusetts Street 
Lawrence, KS 66044-3064 

(785) 832-5328 Fax (785) 832-5148
splinsky@douglascountyks.org

Sarah Plinsky 
Interim County Administrator 



 
 
 
                 
 
 
 
    
 
 

May 17 2017 
 

Gaughan called the regular meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Wednesday,  
May 17, 2017 with all members present.  
 
MINUTES 05-17-17 
Gaughan moved approval of the minutes for February 22, March 8, March 
15, April 12, April 26 and May 3, 2017. Motion was seconded by Thellman 
and carried 3-0. 

 
   CONSENT AGENDA 05-17-17 

Gaughan moved approval of the following Consent Agenda: 
►  Commission Order No. 17-019 and 17-021 (on file in the office the County 
Clerk);  
►  Agreement Conditions of Grant for the Juvenile Justice Comprehensive 
Plan State Block Grant between Douglas County Kansas and Kansas 
Department of Corrections-Juvenile Services; and 
►  7th Judicial District Kansas Department of Corrections-Juvenile Services 
Juvenile Justice Grant Application for SFY 2018.   
 
Motion was seconded by Thellman carried 3-0.  
 
PLANNING/TEXT AMENDMENT 05-17-17 
The Board considered a text amendment, TA-16-00511, to Chapter 12 of the 
County Code, Zoning Regulations for the Unincorporated Territory of 
Douglas County, Kansas to revise Section 12-319-4.31, Radio, television, 
telecommunication, and microwave towers, to bring the standards and 
definitions into compliance with State law. The item was initiated by the 
County Commission on 11/30/16. Mary Miller, Lawrence-Douglas County 
Metropolitan Planning Staff, presented the item.    
 
Gaughan opened the item for public comment. No comment was received.  
 
Gaughan moved to approve the proposed amendment, TA-16-00511, to 
revise Section 12-319-4.31 Radio, television, telecommunication, and 
microwave towers to update the definitions and standards for Wireless 
Facilities in compliance with recent State legislation and to create a new 
category 12.319-4.38 for Radio, Televisions, and Microwave Towers. Motion 
was seconded by Derusseau and carried 3-0.  



  
PLANNING/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 05-17-17 
The Board considered CUP-17-00092,  a Conditional Use Permit for a Mini-
Storage facility located on approximately 11.63 acres in the 1700 Block of E 
902 Road. The application was submitted by BG Consultants, for Garber 
Enterprises, Inc., property owner of record. Mary Miller, Lawrence-Douglas 
County Metropolitan Planning Staff, presented the item. 
 
The property is located in close proximity to the city limits and has been 
included in previous annexation requests. Due to the close proximity to the 
Lawrence city limits and the likelihood of annexation in the future, the 
project is being reviewed with standards of both the Douglas County Zoning 
Regulations and the Lawrence Development Code. The property lies within 
the boundaries of the K-10 & Farmer’s Turnpike Plan, which lists the 
recommended future land use for the property. Warehouse facilities, such 
as the proposed mini-storage, are included in the list of recommended uses 
for the property.  A mini-storage facility is permitted in the A Zoning District 
with approval of a CUP permit. An Annexation Agreement and a Consent to 
Annexation will be executed and recorded as part of the platting process.  
 
Staff recommended approval of the Conditional Use Permit for a Mini-
Storage use based on the following findings of fact: 
I. Zoning and uses of property nearby. The subject property is located 

near the city limits; therefore there is a blend of urban and rural zonings 
and land uses in the area. Agriculture and General Public and 
Institutional Uses are the pre-dominate land uses in the area. The 
proposed use, a mini-storage facility, would be compatible with the 
nearby land uses and zonings. 
 

II. Character of the area. The area contains a network of planned roads to 
provide connections to arterials bordering the area on the north (N 1750 
Road), east (E 1000 Road and Wakarusa Drive) and south (W 6th 
Street/Highway 40). Of these, E 902 Road is in place and Wakarusa 
Drive (Rock Chalk Drive) is being extended with the development of The 
Links to connect to E 902 Road. Improvements to E 902 Road will be 
necessary with this development.  
 
Open space (Baldwin Creek Floodplain and riparian corridor, and City 
parklands) is present in the area. The area contains a mix of urban and 
rural land uses with the major uses being agriculture, rural residential, 
utility, recreation, open space, and sports. The proposed use should 
have no negative impact on environmental features or open space in the 
area. With appropriate site design, the use should be compatible with the 
existing and proposed uses in the area.  
 

III.  Suitability of subject property for the uses to which it has been 
restricted. The property is suitable for the uses which are permitted within the 
A (Agricultural) District and is also suitable for the proposed Mini-Storage use. 

 



IV. Length of time subject property has remained vacant as zoned. The 
property has been used for agricultural uses since the adoption of the Zoning 
Regulations in 1966.  
 

V. Extent to which removal of restrictions will detrimentally affect nearby 
property. The project should not negatively impact nearby properties. E 
902 Road will be widened and improved to Kanwaka Township 
standards from the subject property to the intersection with Rock Chalk 
Drive, which will not only accommodate the self-storage traffic but will 
provide an improved roadway for the local residences who take access 
from E 902 Road. The facility itself will be set back from E 902 Road. 
Lighting will be managed to insure there is no trespass on to adjacent 
properties and to reduce glare to nearby properties. The photometric 
plan should be revised to reflect where the lighting levels to the north of 
the drive and the facility reach the maximum permitted level adjacent to 
residentially zoned property of 0.2 foot candles. 

 
VI. Relative gain to the public health, safety and welfare by the 

destruction of the value of the petitioner’s property as compared to 
the hardship imposed upon the individual landowners. In staff’s 
opinion, the approval of this request will result in a compatible project 
that will not harm the public health, safety or welfare; therefore, denial of 
the request would provide no benefit to the public health, safety or 
welfare. 

 
VII. Conformance with the comprehensive plan. The proposed CUP is 

compliant with the recommendations in the comprehensive plan, 
particularly the K-10 & Farmer’s Turnpike Plan as the proposed use is a 
recommended use in the plan. 

 
And subject to the following conditions: 
1.  The CUP shall be administratively reviewed every 5 years by the 

Douglas County Zoning and Codes Department. 
2.  A new septic system shall be installed prior to the operation of the use, 

per Health Department approval. The plans shall be revised, if needed, 
to provide additional area for the septic system. 

3.  Provision of a revised photometric plan which shows where the light 
levels reach the maximum amount permitted north of the lights along the 
north side of the driveway and the north side of the facility (0.2 foot 
candles). 

4.  Provision of a revised CUP plan with the following changes: 
a.  Note the agreement between Westar and the property owner 

regarding the access drive within the 150 ft. easement along the 
north property line and include the recording Book and Page number. 
If Westar is permitted shared use on this drive, the use should be 
limited to trucks that are no larger than a pick-up truck. 

b.  Add the following note: “No exterior storage will occur on the site. 
Any exterior storage would require a revised site plan and 
compliance with the exterior storage standards in Section 12-319-



4.34 and may require an amendment to the CUP, depending on the 
scale of the exterior storage.” 

c.  Add ‘Manager’s Residence’ to the Proposed Buildings and note size 
of dwelling unit and location on the site. 

d.  Note the height of the light poles on the plan. 
e.  Revise General Note 3 as follows: “E 902 Road will be improved to 

Kanwaka Township standards from Rock Chalk Drive to the drive 
for the storage facility. Improvements will include a 24 ft. wide surface 
of 8 in. thick stabilized gravel (min.) with an annual dust palliative 
treatment paid for by the owner.” 

f.  Modify landscape plan to include a variety of trees and relocate the 
trees out of Westar’s easement. 

g.  Label the size of the proposed water line and indicate Rural Water 
District No. 1 is the provider. 

h.  Note that the proposed sign is not approved with this CUP and 
requires a separate permit from the County Zoning and Codes Office. 

  
Gaughan opened the item for public comment. No comment was received.  
 
Thellman moved to approve CUP-17-00092, a Consider a Conditional Use 
Permit for a Mini-Storage facility, located on approximately 11.63 acres in 
the 1700 Block of E 902 Road and subject to the above listed conditions. 
Motion was seconded by Derusseau and carried 3-0.  
  
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 05-17-17 
Gaughan moved to approve accounts payable in the amount of 
$1,426,367.39 to be paid on 05/18/17. Motion was seconded by Thellman 
and carried 3-0.  

  
Gaughan moved to adjourn the meeting. Motion was seconded by 
Derusseau and carried 3-0.  

 
____________________________      __________________________ 

 Mike Gaughan, Chair     Nancy Thellman, Vice-Chair 
  

ATTEST: 
 _____________________________ ___________________________    

Jamie Shew, County Clerk   Michelle Derusseau, Member 
 



 
 
 
                 
 
 
 
    
 
 

November 29, 2017 
 

Gaughan called the work session meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. on 
Wednesday, November 29, 2017 with all members present.  

 
   CONSENT AGENDA 11-29-17 

Gaughan moved approval of the following Consent Agenda: 
►  Commission Order No. 17-046 and 17-047 (on file in the office the County 
Clerk);  
►  Notice to Township Board for Cereal Malt Beverage License for Flamingo 
Enterprises (Clerk’s Office); 
►  Notice to Clinton Township for cereal malt beverage license for Clinton 
Marina, 1329 E 800 Road; 
► Notice to Clinton Township for cereal malt beverage license for Clinton 
Marina, 1329 E 800 Road; 
► Class “B” Club License for The Bird of Lawrence;  
► Adopted report of 2017 annual review of Douglas/Jefferson Counties 
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and 
► Authorized staff to access the MODOT and the City of Kansas City 
contracts with Westfall GMC for the following purchase of three dump trucks: 
 
2019 Mack GU713 Truck $313,407.69 
Mack Engine Protection Plan $  12,900.00 
Mack Exhaust After treatment System $    2,925.00 
Special Equipment $246,559.00 
Less Deduct -$3750.00 
Total Cost $572,041.69 

 
Motion was seconded by Thellman and carried 3-0. 
  
DISCUSSION ON JAIL ALERNATIVES 11-29-17 
Gary Bunting, Undersheriff, discussed jail alternatives with the Commissioners. 
Bunting reviewed the Classification In Custody Study and explained the various 
plans for jail expansion: Plans A1 and 2, and Plans B1-5.  
 
Discussion included the need to make changes to the female unit. Currently 
the jail has the female special management, female maximum and minimum 
inmates are in the same unit. The separation is imperative as there are some 
inmates that try to hurt themselves. The only plan, according to Bunting, that 



they find no issues with is the original Plan A. However, the Commissioners in 
past meetings asked to see operational costs.  
 
Sarah Plinsky, Assistant County Administrator, discussed operational costs 
and mill levy impacts.  
 
Gaughan commented the expansion, if approved, would not be operating with 
staff at full capacity when it opens. The staffing numbers would increase as 
staff is hired and trained.  
 
Bunting said there would be a gradual increase in personnel including nursing 
and medical staff. We couldn’t hire and train all at once. Some personnel 
would also be under contract. Plinsky added that hiring would start before the 
building is open so we have personnel trained when the doors open.  
 
Gaughan said he would like to have a consensus from the Board tonight on 
which option is preferred.  
 
Gaughan opened the item for public comment.  
 
Graham Kreicker, 1421 W 2nd, stated he knows we are spending about $1.2 
million to house prisoners in other county jail. He asked if the $1.2million was 
included in the projected operating costs of the jail expansion options. Plinsky 
answered it is in net of the operation numbers. Kreicker asked what you call 
the personnel that work in the jail. Bunting replied there are a number of 
different titles such as, there are four different levels of correction officers who 
provide security, deputies and master deputies, sergeants, lieutenants and 
captains. Kreicker stated the expansion will require 100 new personnel. He 
asked how many employees the jail has currently. Bunting responded we 
have approximately 94 employees total. Kreicker asked Bunting to provide a 
breakdown of employees by race and gender. Bunting stated he would 
provide that information to Kreicker at a later time. 
 
Greg Robinson, 3116 Trail Road, asked what the breakdown of inmates is 
between county and municipal detainees. Gaughan responded the daily 
average of inmates coming from municipal court is 25%. Robinson asked why 
he read in the paper the construction costs of the jail are increasing. He 
asked what we are basing this information on. The costs appear to be several 
million higher than when we started discussion on this process. Gaughan 
responded we are quite a ways away from bidding. The initial cost four years 
ago was about $30 million. What we are looking at now is $37million. The 
population changes has forced the County to look at plan changes. There is a 
cost for waiting. However, waiting has allowed us to have a better 
understanding of the population and our needs. It would have been a mistake 
to have built an expansion 3-4 years ago. Robinson asked if the County has 
considered adding green space to its expansion so those incarcerated can go 
outside. Gaughan stated he is in agreement. The existing designs do call for 
greenspace.  
 



Bunting went back over the design options for the public.  
 
Bill Simons, 2708 W 27th Terrace, asked how many beds will there be in the 
crisis center. Thellman responded we are close to knowing what the crisis 
center will be. The County will have information on the Crisis Center at the 
December 13, 2017 meeting. We are currently looking at a small square 
footage plan but the core services will remain. Simons asked how much 
space there will be for mentally ill and alcohol abuse patients. Thellman 
stated the original idea has morphed into a center, plus housing and core 
services. We don’t have square footage numbers at this time. Simons asked 
how the crisis center can not affect the numbers at the jail. Gaughan 
responded according to Johnson County who has similar services, they don’t 
affect the jail. However, there will be more services.  
 
Gaughan said there are a number of options before us with a lot of  
Commonality between them. He stated his favorites are A- and B+. He 
prefers to have the special management for females with minimum and 
maximum units.  
 
Thellman stated it helped to get the five options with the cost. She stated 
option B does not have the therapeutic management unit for the females like 
the men. Thellman said she also feels we are short changing our ability to 
quickly grow as a county and the quickly rising criminal activity. We’re seeing 
more need for space. There is a concern in our desire to be as careful and 
conservative as possible and not make the mistake of underbuilding and short 
changing the community. She said Plan A- gives us essentially everything, 
short of one shell space on the first floor. It has a design that flows well with 
optimized green space. If there is a need for further expansion, the shell can 
be utilized with a minimized cost. Thellman said A- is the “best bang for the 
buck.” It treats women equally and doesn’t have much difference in cost 
between A- and B+ which doesn’t have the female unit. Option A- makes 
sense. We would still be able to dedicate funding and effort to the mental 
health side.  
 
Derusseau said there is not much difference between A and A-. She said she 
would like to do it right from the beginning. It’s nice to know the space is there 
if there is a necessity. Option B won’t give us what we need. Derusseau said 
Options A or A- would best serve our needs.  
 
Thellman said she keeps leaning to plan A- with 365 total beds with shell 
space if needed.   
 
Gaughan stated he supports the A- version because it reinforces the vision of 
the Sheriff to develop space for people with mental health issues in jail. He is 
most impressed with the need for classification and how that impacts inmates, 
and staff. Gaughan said until he walked through the jail, he didn’t understand 
the imperative need for classification for people to get the rehabilitative 
services they need to go back into the community.  
 



Gaughan moved to asked staff to move forward with Option A- giving deeper 
and more comprehensive information. Thellman added she wants the public 
to remember and understand that most of our re-entry candidates are being 
farmed out to other counties rendering our services unhelpful and to remind 
the public of the pictures of inmates housed on the floor in the jail by the 
washing machines because of the overcrowding. Motion was seconded by 
Derusseau and carried 3-0. 
 
RECESS 11-29-17 
At 7.25 p.m., the Board took a five minute break to return to regular session at 
7:30 p.m. 
 
RECONVENE 11-29-17 
The Board returned to session at 7:30 p.m.  
 
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 11-29-17 
The Board considered the approval of placing the administrative structure of 
Community Corrections under the responsibility of Douglas County. The item 
was presented by Robert Bieniecki, Criminal Justice Council Coordinator.  
 
On October 10, 2017, Douglas County Community Corrections (DCCC) and 
Youth Services Advisory Board passed a unanimous vote to support bringing 
DCCC back under the County supervision. Resolution 01-20 states that either 
the Board of County Commissioners or the Chief Judge may terminate the 
delegation of duties by giving written notice. If this change is approved, there 
would need to be time for the administrative functions of the transition. 
 
On October 18, 2017, Bieniecki discussed the oversight of Community 
Corrections and returning the management back to the County from the 
District Court. Doing so would require the following:  

1.  Realign DGCO with K.S.A. 75-5291/Community Corrections Programs 
are the responsibility of County Government & K.A.R. K.A.R. 44-11-111; 

2.  County Administration will have direct oversight of the program, 
personnel files and liability information; 

3.  Transfer the DCCC staff to the County pay scale allowing for future 
pay increases and longevity benefits, $6,000 initial budget impact; 

4.  Allow for all KDOC grants for Community Corrections to be managed 
by one entity, Director Pam Weigand; and 

5. Direct oversight of the Community Corrections supplemental budget. 
 

Judge Peggy Kittel stated she feels it is in the best interest of the court and 
community safety for Community Corrections to remain under the supervision 
of the District Court. The entire bench, all six judges and protem are opposed 
to a transfer of supervision. Kittel said this all started in 1985 when the County 
Commission formed a Corrections Advisory Committee to study establishing 
a Community Corrections Program. It was determined that Community 
Corrections needed to be under the courts. Criminal sentencing is the 
function of the judicial branch of government, probation is an independent 
criminal sentence imposed and administered by the judge, and citizens also 



look to the judge if something goes bad. With court oversight there would be 
greater efficiencies and coordination over staff. It is the judge that retains 
jurisdiction over the probationer. Citizens look to the judge if something goes 
astray. Originally the decision to move Community Corrections under the 
authority of District Court was due to great efficiencies offered.  
 
Linda Koester-Vogelsang, Courts Administrator, reached out to other judicial 
districts. She found that the majority felt it was in the best interest of the court 
and the public safety that the court supervises or has direct control of those 
performing court ordered supervision. Complications that would come about 
by separating the two includes: 1) no access to the full court management 
system by the State and 2) loss of efficiencies other Community Corrections 
do not have, like e-filing affidavits and being able to view certain types of 
information. If separated, the County cannot take advantage of state contracts 
on collections.    
 
Gaughan asked if there was any reason why these things wouldn’t continue if 
supervision changed hands to the County. Koester-Vogelsang responded the 
Department of Corrections has their own goals. When trying to meet their 
needs, it’s not always what the court wants which can provide a conflict. 
Community Corrections has to focus on all the things DOC requires of them. 
One of the things DOC wants is for people to not go to prison. They want a 
success rate of 75%. Success for them is not putting a person in prison, but 
they can go to a local jail. There may be conflict with what the court orders 
versus what Community Corrections is required to provide. 
 
Gaughan stated it sounds like the day-to-day operational things will need to 
be worked out; just like we did when we moved the supervision under the 
courts. He asked if the courts feel the County will not provide things we 
previously provided? If that is what we’re talking about, Gaughan said he 
wanted to get that information out on the table so we can work through them.  
 
Judge Kittel expressed concerns with the following: pursuing collections, on 
who will be in charge of seeking restitution for victims, the separation of 
power and operating free of political pressures, Community Corrections being 
outside the authority of the court, when to file for probation revocation by 
probation officers, conflicting standards between court offices, and disparity in 
pay creating animosity between departments. 
 
Thellman asked if all of the judges saw the PowerPoint and know about the 
details of this proposal. Kittel said Mr. Bieniecki sent the PowerPoint to her, 
but she couldn’t remember is she forwarded it on to the judges. However, the 
proposal was discussed at the monthly judges meetings a few times. 
 
Derusseau asked if there is a reason why the courts can’t continue with 
Community Corrections to make this work. She said it almost sounds like if 
we make the change there will no longer be a working relationship with 
Community Corrections or communication. Judge Kittel said she does not 
know if it will because she will no longer have a say in the process. She said 



we have already moved a couple of programs from under the Court 
supervision and she is already hearing concerns about the surveillance level 
dropping, and that a court surveillance office will no longer be available to the 
courts. The State will not give the courts money for that. She questioned 
whether the courts will be allowed to use the Community Service office.  
 
Derusseau stated there must be a way for the County to seek restitution for 
victims if the State statute holds the County responsible for Community 
Corrections.   
 
Judge Kittel asked if there were questions regarding the Court Trustee issues 
because they actively pursue collections. If the District Court isn’t pursing 
collections it will fall on the Community Corrections office.    
 
Pam Weigand said they use the Trustees Office for juvenile collections 
currently for community corrections. Koester-Vogelsang said juveniles were a 
different matter that falls under at a different section. Community Corrections 
was a contract that had to be approved by the State that took a lot of work. 
 
Gaughan asked how Community Corrections did it before getting approved by 
the State. Koester-Vogelsang stated under the AGs contract.  

 
Koester-Vogelsang said the courts have worked hard at expanding 
community service initiatives like moving community service work out from 
under Community Corrections authority and placed it under the Citizens 
Review Board, which is a volunteer operation, expanding the opportunities for 
individuals who are ordered for community service. She said she would hate 
to see all the work that has gone into building this department go away.  
 
Thellman said there is a resolution that mandates the Chief Executive 
Probation Officer, but that has been vacant since 2011. She asked who fills 
that position.  
 
Koester-Vogelsang responded currently there is no Chief Executive Officer 
position. Ron Stegall held that position and retired. The court felt that the 
money from DOC could be better used by hiring someone to supervise 
individuals submitted to Community Corrections, for Court Service Officers 
and a Director of Corrections.   

 
Thellman said she would like to hear the comments made by the Community 
Corrections employees and asked Bieniecki to give a brief overview in favor 
of the change in supervision.  
 
Bieniecki said the courts or the County Commission have the ability to 
terminate the current arrangement. The resolutions that established 
Community Corrections gives the County Commission a say in who is hired 
for the Chief Executive Probation Officer positon. If a decision is made 
outside of that resolution, it was done outside of the Board input. The same 
thins goes with moving Community Service under the Community Corrections 



guide. Bieniecki said the Advisory Board was in agreement to make this 
change in supervision. The 10 employees of Community Corrections support 
this change and welcome it. If approved, we would revert back to the 
Resolution 87-01 and Home Rule 88-2-2. The reorganization would hope to 
create efficiencies with the juvenile community corrections and some new 
opportunities to increase programs which would fall under Pam Weigand with 
the opportunity to create some chain of command and supervision that is 
available 24/7. Community Corrections employees would receive pay scale 
increases that other County employees receive. Grants would be applied for 
and managed by the same entity. We’d have direct access to information on 
the supplement budget and a closer look at the oversight of Community 
Corrections because employees would be running it. Currently the CC 
employees are not recognized by the Office of Judicial Administration (OJA). 
If there is a Human Resource (HR) problem the County does not have the HR 
files. Other positive impacts would be collaborating with the jail, increasing 
programs, not duplicating programs, increased training, and access to 
necessary reports.  
 
Derusseau asked Sarah Plinsky to elaborate on the administrative issues.  
 
Plinsky responded it’s important to know the employees are in limbo. They 
are not recognized under OJA for professional liability and Human 
Resources. They are covered under the County’s liability policy, though we 
have no records. If there is a concern, we would be liable without 
management and the employee is left in the middle. Plinsky stated concern 
about FMLA Guidelines and Practices. We don’t have the Human Resource 
information or training records on those employees yet the County 
Commission is responsible for the accuracy of the records, not the courts.  
 
Thellman asked staff to respond to the comment about the potential dangers 
of Community Corrections officers going off and making arrests without 
acknowledgement from the courts. Weigand said she was surprised by that 
comment. The department works at the direction of the court and takes into 
account their desires. She said she feels there is no reason they cannot 
continue to work well together with the courts in the future. There will be some 
unforeseen changes. We don’t have access to e-filing but we will find a 
different process. It can be worked out. There will be some things we haven’t 
considered yet.  

 
Gaughan said we need to understand we are a team. The County 
Commission is here to help you and try to find ways to be supportive.  
 
Gaughan opened the item for public comment.  
 
Greg Robinson, 3116 Trail Road, stated professionals will be able to work 
together. He said the problem he sees is the workers. The State is holding 
them back economically. It’s not fair to keep people economically repressed 
because the state won’t pay. We’re getting less qualified people and are 
losing people because of the difference in benefits.  



 
Gaughan said he is supportive of making the change in supervision. He is 
sympathetic to the concerns of the Judges, but we have to be able to trust our 
partners. He said he sees the inefficiencies and hears concerns by 
employees about pay and inequities. He said there will be growing pains but 
he is confident we can navigate through the concerns mentioned today.  
 
Gaughan moved to reassume the supervision of the Douglas County 
Community Corrections program and revert back to the administrative 
structure of the provisions of HR 8-1-1 which established the Douglas County 
Department of Community Corrections and HR 88-2-2 which added the 
Douglas County Community Service Work Program as a responsibility of the 
DCCC staff effective January 1, 2018.  
 
Thellman said she supports the change and trusts everyone working in public 
service will do their best to operate on a professional level, with the publics’ 
best interest in mind. The change will be a system better for the employees 
and will give comfort with statute and liability issues. It makes sense and she 
trusts everyone to make it work.  
 
Derusseau said she feels it is important to get County employees back under 
County supervision.  
 
Motion was seconded by Thellman and carried 3-0. 
 
ACCOUNT PAYABLE 11-29-17 
Gaughan moved to approve accounts payable in the amounts of $305,383.85 
paid on 11/22/17, and $126,017.51 to be paid on 11/30/17. Motion was 
seconded by Derusseau and carried 3-0. 

  
Gaughan moved to adjourn the meeting. Motion was seconded by Thellman 
and carried 3-0.  

 
____________________________  ____________________________ 

 Nancy Thellman, Chair      Michelle Derusseau, Vice-Chair 
  

ATTEST: 
 ______________________________ _____________________________    

Jamie Shew, County Clerk   Mike Gaughan, Member 
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