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EQUIPMENT RENTAL RATES

Co. Rental Rates Per lile
110 . YEAR PESCRIPTION Depr. Oper. Total
PICKUPS
27 1967 International % T. 003 0.06 .09
30 1965 GMC % T. 0.03 0.06 .09
31 1967 International % T. 0025 0.045 AT
3l 1963 CHC % T. 0.025  0.045 .07
39 1965 GMC % T. 0.0% 0.06 .09
L1 1966 GMC % T. 0.03 0.06 .09
L2 1966 GMC % Te 0.025 0.045 LO7
ks 1967 International % T. 0.03% 0.06 .09
b )37 T Oy L) o
DUMP TRUCKS :
29 /9921965~ International 5 Yd. 005 0.09 L1h
35 1964 GMC 5 Yd. 0.05 0.09 .l#
; : (0il (& 36 a1
37 1965 International 5 YA.J1o, .o von 0.05 0.69 Ak
38 1967 International 5 Yd. 0.05 0.09 L1k
46 )T 23966— International 5 Yd. 0.09 .09 14
4 1968 MC 10 Yd. 0.08 0.12 20
j%: Vet s’ﬁﬁfég
51 1964 GMC 5 Yd. 0.05 0.09 L1k
FLATBED TRUCKS
33 1964 GMC 24,000 GVW 0.0k 0.10 14
36 1968 GMC 0.0k 0.08 v 12
OIL DISTRIBUTOR TRUCK
GMC Dump Trk.H Yd. L 0L .09 A
L9 1970 2Gh& Tndiesnadboned % T 0.16-  0.20 46
LOWBOY TRUCK & TRAILERS
Ly 1957 International 0.10 0«25 s 95
A 1951 Transport (Lowboy Prailer) 0.03 0.17 .20
1957 Semi-Trailer (Homemade) 0.02 0.18 .20
C 1957 Transport Tank Trailer 0.02 0.18 .20

L1968



EQUIPMENT RENTAL RATES

1968

{07 Rental Rates Per Hr.
“HO. YEAR DESCRIPTION Depr. Oper. Total
MCTOR GRADERS
1 1959 Caterpillar 112 1.10 1.50 2.60
2 1966 Caterpillar 120 1.25 1.50 215
3 1964 Caterpillar 12 1.25 1.50  2.75
4 1963 Allis-Chalmers M-100 1.25 1.50 275
5 1960 Caterpillar 1281 125 1.50 2.T5
6 1950 /G428 —Caterpillar-12 adlie (4. mmm 1.00 1.66 2.60 =75
7 1948 Caterpillar 212 .60 1.60 2.20
8 195Q. /4% Caterpillar 12 1.00 1.60 2.60
9 1967 Caterpillar 12F . 150 2.75
10 1967 Allis-Chalmers M-100B 1.25 1.50 2.75
CRAWLER TRACTORS & SCRAPERS
11 1956 Allis-Chalmers HD-16 2.50 L.50 7.00
111 1953 LaPlant Choate C-108 Scraper .60 .90 1.50
12 1964 Caterpillar 955 Track Loader 2.00 2.50 aN10]
13 1962 Caterpillar D-TE Track Loader 2.50 4,50 7.00
113 1953 LaPlant Choate C-108 Scraper .60 .90 1.50
14 1960 Caterpillar 944 Wheel Tractor
/9 Jof 5 sl s Bithons :::.;‘._.f{-/ Loader 2.00 2.50  4.50
20 1966 International Loader l'ractor
W/Backhoe S 1.25  2.00
RUBBER TIHED TRACTORS
.59 SR o el e e e s W
56 1965 John Deere Utility Diesel .50 1.30 1.80
1965 John Deere Sickle Mower No. 10 25 <15 1.00
5T 1955 IHC Farmall "M"-TA Wheel Tractor 40 1.40 1.80
58 1965 International Diesel .50 1.%0 1.80
A 1966 Woods Rotary Mower «25 75 1.00
B 1965 International Sickle Mower 25 .50 S1H
59 1963 John Deere Utility Diesel Vheel
Tractor .50 1.3%0 1.80
1966 John Deere Industrial Sickle
Mower 25 +fH 1.00
60 1966 International Diesel Tractor .50 1.3%0 1.80
A 19606 Wooda Robtary Mower <25 .H0 o 19
B 21966 [nternational Sickle Mower 24 il 5 .00
61 1959 THC Farmall 560 Wheel Tractor .50 L350 1,80
1964 IHC Rotary Cutter Mower + 25 15 1.00
62 1962 Topeka Hiway Sickle lMower .20 .50 50
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MEMOSRARDUY %0 MR, JOHR D. MCKHUAL, P.Y. o - C
STATE HIGHWAY ERGINKSLR '

ATHENTION: Mr. Ceorge Irps, Assistant Engincerx
Seccondary Rozds

"RE: Dispute between Fragrant Hill Township of
Dickingon Couity anda the County €oumiesionscs

of Guerv County #o to neplintenente vesFgnesdbility
beainning ¢ tho sovthwest corner of S=chien 33,
P11, B4R ang entending to the northvwest cognexr”
of ‘Soction 265 @ Gistence of Z milewm. “This is

a couvnty ling rord; & teowneldn repd in Dickinson
County &nd CGeayy County is on the County Unit
Systam.

For o tomnleote faciovel breskdown of this pxoblew see ias
menoransua rgc rsed
T q

anc
tiine as they are in better condition than ths belanc
roads in Freygrant 8Hill Toiknsnip.

The Gozry Couhblty Commissicnsls hevg asled XNr. John P. Ha@zel,
State Highwey Zngineex, for assistance in setting out maintenance

responsitbility in this mattex.
It is the opinion of the Highway Lo
Highway Comrission has no nower to dicts

Jocal unites a solution: to this prcbhlem.

K.S.A. 63-527 vrovides for the maintensncs and

ime
of rozds on count tv and tewnship lines: it provides in essonce
3 rd o) cupney

o i
that it is the duty of the vounsaip hoard or boa
Commissicners betweon which such rozd i &

the maintonencge, repair sud improvars




Femo to: John D. lickesl - ' Page 2
Attention: lr. George Epps

K.5.A. 68-527 does not vest the State Eighwsy Enginncor
with the power to scttle 21l disputes in regard to pfoblo*s
arising under 68-527, s does (3-507, which concerns counis
line roads linki ng 01ties. In ry opinion thics difference
consistent with ¥K.S.n. 68- 404 (&) which Provides for Highwey

Conmission suparv 1°1on Over: construction and naind Lonance or-

all roads angd culverts throvghout the state, except sucl Supor-

vision by th ¢ State Highiuey Conmiscion tozll not eptead Lo
township nguS, Mmless such township rcecives Icldeyral asdig.
Fragrant Hill Towaship involved here does not reccive federal

aid for the improvement nd maintenence of its township rozds.

It has been sugcested that h;§;éé_§2&iégdelnﬁ'ers the
State Enginerr to £plit the res PONsibility oF paintenar ice and
improvencnt of county line roads when the ajoining cou LJOS'OI

113

to.hshlpg cahnot agree on a division o= such respons

l

 However, it is ny opinion that 62

L,'l

1

28 goes only
1 c

comnissioners of that county

-

eXpense baclik to the township in which szia roed is loosred,

Under .the zbove mentioned statute, if no settlexnent of :hi
problem can bz azrrived at between Geaxry County and Fragisng I
Township, then Geozrv Ccoun~ <Y might talk to the DicXinson Countw
COﬂﬁqulon“rS in regard to Possible aciion by them under R Sl
68-124,

* H. MORST
ciLorney

Y reoair said road znd ches Yoo kb
b5

of repvair, maintenznce or;imorovemenc eirter it is g ed by booh
locel units involived that they are responsible for seld imurovo-
nent or maintenance and further Geeide that sueh is necessgery,

K.8.A: 65-528 would have no application under this faeotusal
situation, =zs Fregrant Hill Townsnip uopa1enbly contends that
no malnLenance is négghéuly at this 1 time.

- 4—*'———-———&—“—1____,

The only suggestion that mi ight be made in addition to thoce
formulated by pir. George Eopps, Assistant Engineer of Secondazxy
Roads, would be to call +op the zttention of the Geary County
Comnissioners K.S.A. 68-124, as 2 possible solution o cnoiy
“problen; 1; states in essence that if the cowvnship beoord of
highway coaﬁ1g51on°r rails to repair an3 keev in econditien for
travel a road under their jurisﬁictlon, the board ofF OO

ma na



OFFICE OF COUNTY ATTORNEY
GEARY COUNTY COURTHOUSE
JUNCTION CITY, KANSAS 66441

PHONE 238-3812

ROGER D. THOMPSON

JoHN H. TAYLOR
ASSISTANT COUNTY ATT'Y

COUNTY ATTORNEY

September 25, 1972

Chairman ‘
Board of County Commissioners
Geary County, Kansas

Re: Definition of '"county line
road"

Dear Sir:

T have researched the statutes of Kansas for a définition of "county line
road" and have found it is nowhere explicitly set forth. However, by considering
the statutes governing roads lying between counties, one is able to imply the
full meaning of the term.

K.S.A. 68-527 is addressed to "road(s) on county or township lines.' It
provides .=

"Maintenance, improvement and inspection of roads on county or
township lines. That where any township or county road is lo-
cated as by law provided, upon the dividing line between two
townships or two counties, it shall be the duty of the township
boards of highway commissioners, or the boards of county commis-
sioners of the townships or counties between which such road may
be located to maintain, repair or improve said road between the
two townships or counties, and it shall be the duty of the town-
ship boards or boards of county commissioners to supervise and
provide for the maintenance, repair and improving of such roads:
Provided, That in case such road or roads do not, in the judge-
ment of the two county boards having jurisdiction, have sufficient
travel to make their upkeep sufficiently necessary to the public,
the county commissioners of the two counties may, when both boards
concur, cause such road or roads to be vacated according to law
and closed under the same conditions as provided by statute for
the closing of a road within the county: And provided further,
That in case a road is located on the dividing line of two counties
and is a county road, then it shall be the duty of the adjoining
counties to repair, maintain and improve said road as above pro-
vided, but if the road to be a township road, then it shall be
the duty of the adjoining townships to repair, maintain and im-
prove such road."




—

Deflections in such a road are considered in K.S.A. G8

"Deflection of road on county, township or city line; division
of cost. That where a road is located on a county, township

or city line, and by reason of any impediment, natural or other-
wise, any portion of such road suffers g deflection from such
line not exceeding forty rods parallel distance, then for the
purpose of repairing, maintaining and improving such road it
shall be treated the same as though it were actually on such
county, township or city line, and all expenses either in money,
material or labor necessary to repair, maintain and improve any
portion of said road shall be borne Jointly by the counties,

townships and cities contiguous thereto as brovided in other
like cases."

One further statute
dressed to "any public ro
which "is or becomes the
market centerg.m"

governing such roads is K.S.A. 68-507 which is ad-
ad located upon the dividing line between counties'"
main traveled road between cities and the principal

From considering the above statutes a
is defined as a county or township road whi
upon the dividing line between two counties
reason of impediment does not exceed forty r

"county line road)" in my opinion
ch is located as provided by law

and any deflection therefrom by

ods parallel distance,

b

Sin ely yours,

JHT/sn

=529, which states:

==

{JE



STATE OF KANSAS

6
J W DRURY, DIRECTOR
RICHARD W RYAN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR iAdag
|l
% [ s

ROY H JOHNSOMN, RESEARCH ASSGCIATE

PHGNE (913) 296.3181

4

LEGISLATIVE COORDINATING COUNCIL

CHAIRMAN
GLEE S SMITH PifSIDenT
PRO TEMPORE SIENATE

VICE-CHAIRMAN
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(P RRRE T =
: :q 11””[7” CALVIN STROWIG. 50t ar e AF THE Q7 ant
.. Ausilag)u!
I-"'n?-u}'J FRANK HODGE STHATL Ma1 Wity (b2t
HAPOLD HERD SENaTU ™ 57 iy baiie

JESS TAYLOR, HOUSE SPEasi« WED TEMOTAT

THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH DEPARTMENT ponie b (o

RICHARD € (PETED LOLL
HOUSE MINORITY LLADGA

ROOM 551-N, STATEHOUSE
TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612

October 27, 1972

Mr. Hayes B. Beck
County Commissioner
RFD 1 '
Junction City, Kansas 66441

Dear Mr. Beck:

In behalf of the Special Committee on Transportation
of the Kansas Legislature, I am writing to invite you to appear
at a meeting of the Committee on November 8, 1972 at 10:00 a.m.
in Room 522-S of the capitol.

. The Committee is studying a serious problem which has
arisen in connection with the maintenance of a county line road
bordering your county. while the Committee does not wish to act
as a court in this matter it is very interested in seeing that
some equitable settlement of the problem is arrived at. Your
colleagues in the other county involved are being invited as 1is
Mrs. Frank Gfeller, the spokesman for the effected people.

Please let me know as soon as possible if you will
be able to appear.

Sincerely yours,

Research Analyst

RWL/aem 5

/s C/WWW&’M
f o foblu) Lomsn T




OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
" GEARY COUNTY

JUNCTION CITY. KANSAS 66441
November 1, 1972

Richard W. Long
Research Analyst
Room 551-N

Statchouse

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Mr. Longs

‘Enclosed please find copy of the letter which we directed
to the Dickinmson County Commissioners dated October 24, 1972,
To this date we have not recelved a response from this inquiry.

As pointed out in the letter to the Dickinson County Com=
missioners, on November 6th we will refer this to the State
Highway Engineer and request a determination and will abide by
his decision.

e also enclose a copy of the determination made by the
Highway Engineer several years age at which time he declined
to designate responsibility because the Tounship Board felt
this mile in dispute was in like condition to other roads inm
that township. We feel that this no longer be true as indicated
by the Township Board at our recent meeting and that according
to Statute the State Highway Engineer will be in a position to
make a firm decision and direct the responsitle units of
government to make these necessary improvemenis.

We are in full agreement that the people living along this
road are vietims of undue hardship and for this reason we have
taken the above steps, therefore, we feel it unnecessary that
we should appear before your Counsel as you requested on November
8th.

Yours very truly,

Hayés B, Beck, Chalrman
Board of County Commissioners

_ Encls.




JoseEPH E. COLE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
215 CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK BLDG.
JUNCTION CITY, KANSAS 66441

AREA CODE 913 -~ 762-2615

November 4, 1972

Board of County Commissioners of Geary County, Kansas
Geary County Court House
Junction City, Kansas, 66441

Re: Repair and maintenance of South mile of the county line
road of the Fragrant Hill Township

Gentlemen:
1. This is a county line road. This must be a valid assumption.

2. At this point, the State Highway engineer cannot be required
to intervene.

3. The two Counties must try to reach an agreement. This was

done by the letter of October 24, 1972, to The Board of County
Commissioners of Dickinson County, by the Board of County Commission-
ers of Geary County, Kansas.

4, In the event that Dickinson County and Geary County would agree
that the work should be done, but would not agree on the cost,
the State engineer cquld bind them on that issue alone.

5. There is an obligation of both Counties to maintain this
mile of Road.

6. The proper procedure would be to write a letter again to the
Dickinson County Board, and ask for an agreement within so many
days, and add that if it was not denied, or at least agreed that
the obligation exists, then it would be considered as a refusal
to acknowledge the obligation. Armed with a refusal, the State
Engineer would then have to come in under KSA 68-507, and 68-528.

Statutes relied on: K.S.A., 68-507, 68-527, 68-528. Examined:
Indexes and 68-124, 68404[a].

I do not believe that K.S.A. 68-124 [a] is applicable as it does
not Fit the Facts.

Respectfully submitted.

Very truly yours.




DICKINSON COUNTY COURT HOUSE

ABILENE, KANSAS 67410

Hovember 27, 1972

Board of County Commissicners of Geary County
Junction City, Kansas

Centlemen:

This. letter is in re«ard to the two miles of road tebwoen
frajrant. H11l Township and Geary County.

The Diekirscon County Fo=rd of County Commissicoors feel thal
the status of the north mile has completely changed since bhe
Corps ol Army Engineers took over and then conbtrioted with
Geary County bho assume ovnership and future wmairhenomoo.,
Therefore, Lt cannot be considered as a voad for joivl main-
tenance,

In rezard to the south mile, it is a matter between Teosry
Connty and Fragrant Hill Township of Dickirson Cowiy to
ES

mzirtein it sirce it is a township road and compleboly ander
the jurisdiction of the two soverrmental units,

ek
tridees are corcornesd goowe

bridpes thaht needed bo bbk replacs

nson County recosnizes our resooersibilibies s faeoae

assume our chare of gnv

ds
Sincerely,

Dickirson County Boordnf
County Cormmgls




DICKINSON COUNTY COURT HOUSE

ABILENE, KANSAS 67410

Hovembar 27, 1972

To: Junctinn Sily Mews &
Geary County Cormmissioners
Junction City, fansas

fentlemen:

in the Junction Jity News of November 15 the story as reported by tr. Havea vecel
omits the basie differences of opinions of Dickinson Counbv and dearv Counby,
Nickinson County contends there is only one mile to divide and Teary Gounby wanls
to divide two,

hment tor bthe

T P P g
S0 00 K inson

Mro. Hayes Beck ailed to point oubl clearly that the leral dey
S3tate Highway Commission agreed 100 per cent with the lesal
County that "The State Engincer nas no legal right to declde matiar?,
%veryone present could plainly see that the State Engineer's office didn't
to touch the matter with a 10-foot pole. So, what did Dickinson Sounby rejeot?

say nothing because no one wanted Lo be judge,

Nickinson County nas never had any trovble sharing the costs or dolny bheir part
with any of bLhe other five counties joining us.

How, leb us consider the total six miles between Geary and .
The north twe miles were built hy the Corps as varbt of the road sronnd the lake
croject, This was oiled and could noi be classified as a lLownshi s

son County took one mile and Geary one mile. The next twe miles were avtomabionil

rlosed by the lake. Yow we come to bhe south two miles. Fracevant U111 Townshie

was maintaining the north mile and had been for the past 20 y=ars or morc. Geary

County had the last mile, or south mile, where there were four dwellings,

Mr, Veltman, ‘eary County's Uneinecr, called on Frasrant Hill Hoard and asked bhesm

to trade miles. Yr. Veltman never cave Wracrant Hill even a hish bthinh the Sorps
of Wneineers felt | :

vd v

thoy should finance this norbth wmile, The Youn
jected this offer to trade. Anyone who wants to bhe Talv wo-s
Epard had the right to make this decision. HNot one wowd
Commissioners of Dickinson County.

Soary County and the Corps of ¥ngineers moves in and makes this big Pl in the
sonth halfl of the north mile, which is corps land on bolh
type of road they made of this mile, it could no lonwe~ bhe




Junction City News

Geary County Commissioners 2, Movember 27, 1977

township road; and as Dickinson County was not consulted in any way, we o in
Dickinson County assumed that this was a feary Couutwaovps projecl. hen we
Found later that the Corps had put in $35,000 in this project, we in Dicdiusan
County thouzht Geary County could have huilt a rest-stop also, and now would be
wanting Dickinson County to hzlp keep that up also.

Tn this contract between Geary County and the Cerps (of which we now have a copv ),
Geary Gounty assumed ownershlp of this north mile and alsn fubure mainlonanen,
Pickinson County Commissioners voted pnanimously Lo let it remain thal wav,

11 Diekingon Gounty stess in now and sbtarts helpine keep np this overideyel

road, for tne Laxpayers of our county it could logically b called taxation =ith-
out representation. “ost everyone close to this project kno.s now bhatl this
north mile was not bwilt for the henefit of residents already there, bub for o
dreaming developer whose dreams never materialized,

As Dickinson County Commissionzsrs had no pact in any of these decic
the north mile open or hew to improva it, we conaidar it o Geaprv Gonmbyv=Covos
neojoct just the sane as 1f this road was in the ecentor af
of the lake

stons Lo koon

Yoo v Sy b et 11y ol
veeaty Gomnby, oo el

This rontract also rroves the one important fact that. bhe Bapog B Thg ooy ooliey

to build roads, and Dickinson Counly has no leral ghlicati s g Bhis o Do Do a0
wa would be matahing lonal tax money with Corns monev, nob &

[0 AL ThE

This also brings up the sabject of how mach Geary Nonnty
saying that Dickinson County isntt doin: Lheir shave, 1 :
exnont, Dorps money on elthzr mile for eicht years, Dickineon Jounty Tools thot
“eary County was darn recxless with bhe Corps! money il Loy srer
tohal on this dead end road, with no inhabitants, and a roat thoo npboady in
eibher county really P”“d({. shaut every meebing with Moary Counby Lwes o

commissioners give us a different [iruve on what thev did soend. [ne Jdupsiaen
ity Hews of Movember 15 says Geary County recaivad B0, 000 Tron the Coros. o

5
kriow bLols 1s wrong.
i

Mow let vs pet to the south mile where tnare are peonle and nob o demwd eod road,
Genry County draszyed this south mile rather faithfully rfar o couple of vonres
4iter the cther mile was rebnilt. Frem about 1267 on, feary County kept Lroi

t5 ~ive the whple south mile to Frasvant Hill Township. Fragrant Hill Tow
antended that Goary County had no to doseret the south
t

o
= 4
the Corps of Ensinesrs paid them o to rebaild the nart

In 197) Lhe Dickinson Counly Comrissionors

Lhat bhere was one wile of Jjoint ownershiy

wporrant Hill should share the npkeep awd maintoer
i

nnd'liﬁwﬂj ard

wr Townohin Board o=

repbed this thinking and would stand 50 parean e =
in Nickinson County nover got Geary Coualy to pvern 1is L A BT

Geary County wanted to count the Corps-financed mi



n

Junctiop City Hews &
Geary County Commissioners 3. Noveomber 27, 1072

[

The Junction City News of November 15, 1972 quotes Mr, Beck--"
our share 1f Dickinzon County will nay its share. T don't know why Mr, Reck
forrot to report thst Frasrant Hill Township had moved in on the south mile s
started to improve one-half of it about one month »nrior to November 19. 1 know
YMro Eecle knew of this action becanse he asked me, Flmer Jonez, in Jonchion ity
on Qctobher 18, 1972 what we ware doing on the Gfeller mile. I, Tlmor Jones,
answered, "Nothing", (meaning Dickinson County). Faves Reclt said, aunbe: it
mist be the township then that is grading part of the mila",

e are ready Lo pay

We in Dickinson Tounty asked Mr, Becl, "Vhen 1s Geary County coins Lo ston the
ot talk oand da L
imporktant to these scople than conversation.

heeir ~hape?™ Wroeranb HULD Townshiot's action is o9 Tob moceo

Dickinson County's recommendation to the Jezislative committen was bhat 17 1o ris-
lation was needed, the legislation would be to prevent any counbtv [rom assumin:
control of ary county-line road without consent Crom adiaining counby.  This wog]dd
nrevent any county from bullding unnecessary roads or improvements which would
require excessive exnonditure and bz extremelv costly to ma2intain.

This does not mean that Dickinssn County will not share costs with the lLownzhip
and with Geary County as long as we comnly with the reral-=v courtv rolicies.  he
governing bodies on this Gfellor mile is still Frasrant H111 Towonship Bonped and

=

Toavy County Commissionsrs,

Sincerely, '/fj

¥lmer Jones, Chairman
Board of County Commisusionnrs

R .
il



OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

KEITH F. DEVENNEY, CHAIRMAN GEARY COUNTY 5:00 ABOMARS it
AV ES R BEER : . M. EACH MONDAY
JUNCTION CITY, KANSAS 66441 e EEHONE: 23460

JACK MILLER

December 4, 1972

Board of County Commissioners
Dickinson County

Dickinson County Court House
Abilene, Kansas 67410

Attention: Elmer Jones, Chairman

Deayr Mr. Jones, and Commissioners:

We have at hand here your letter of November 27th, addressed to
our Board of County Commissioners, and also your letter of
November 27, 1972, addressed to our Board of County Commissioners
and The Junction City News. We know that you meant to address
the copy to THE JUNCTION CITY DAILY UNION where the article you
alluded to appeared. We do not have a Junction City News.

The two letters make it obvious that we have a controversy that
is not subject to settlement by our negotiation. We seem to be
too far apart in our beliefs, both on the facts of the situation,
and the obligations of our respective governmental units.

We are interested in immediately establishing the responsibility
for the construction and the maintenance for the two miles of
road next to Geary County and your Fragrant Hill Township. We
feel that the taxpayers of both counties are entitled to some
immediate action about the road.

We recognize that either you, Or WE, could go ahead and do the
work and then bring an action in court, but we have no desire to
da this. = 1t would not be good for inter-county relations, and
would not be conducive to good will, and it would also be what
we consider un-necessarily expensive.

We do, however, re-assert that we gre willing to do what is right,
and to do everything that is proper and right.

That is, of course, the seat of the controversy.

You state in your letter that the State Engineer has no legal
right to make a determination. We are not stating that this 1is
correct or incorrect, in the part of the law you are alluding to.
Things have changed considerably since the opinion of 1969.

However, by invoking the provisions of Chapter 5, ARBITRATION AND
AWARD of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, we may arrange that he
has a legal right to make such a determination. At the hearing
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Page 2, December 4, 1972

on November 8th, the Highway Department stated that they would
aid in any way that they could to bring about a settlement of
this matter.

We propose that, according to KSA 5 201-213, that the matter of
the costs and obligation of the construction and maintenance of
our two.miles of controversial road between Geary County and
Dickinson County, in the Fragrant Hill Township, be submitted

to an arbitrator for binding arbitration. We do not desire
to make the submission a rule of any court of record in this
state.

Further, we offer to accept, as arbitrator, John D. McNeal, State
Engineer of Kansas, or any other person in his office that he

may designate, as arb1trator to determine the obligations and
duties in this matter.

We do not desire that any Bond be required by either Dickinson
County or Geary County,

We further agree that the Arbitrator shall set the time and place
of the Arbitration. This Arbitration may be held in either
Geary, Dickinson, or Shawnee County, as the Arbitrator may
designate, at the t1me he shall des1gnate

P N sy P ‘;Léo/‘-w (

If~y0u afe w1111ng to m1t this m%tﬁzihto b1nd1n \@££1tra\$0n
as 1 bove, p]eas advise u and we will pfep /
subgﬁggéon fSF\Qggﬂgﬁgnatu?ﬁﬁ you have any dther ideas,
we would be pleas to hear Sbﬁﬂ{ them.

In any event, we do not feel that there is any need for further
legislation for this unusual situation and we feel that it may be
settled quickly and inexpensively by arbitration, and the needs
of our taxpayers in both counties will be served. . . . Jord A

'gf /:‘"—-u -f"’ e

Thank you.
Very truly yours.
Board of County Commissioners of Geary County, Kansas
HBB/jec ;
Hayes B. Beck, Chairman . . g
cc: ' 6 PR

John D. McNeal, State Eng1neer of Kans?ﬁy
- Qepust Chairman, Committee on Transportation of House of Representat1ve N
a Lee Rich, Editor for The Junction City Union v
31»._ L.\__ .\%u o I AL .3 | {c. Ol J\LL%_ l,{’ib ot Obotein., [
a P&c T P V‘f\can K
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By The State Staff

! JUNCTION CITY Kan —

The state highway. engineer
‘has been called as arbiirator .

- in a dispute between Gcar}"
and Dickinson counties over

- ‘which will maintain a road on

v tho county lina,

. Dickinson County chalrman ,
- Elmer Jones and Hayes Beck, .~

- chairman of the. Geary

County.commission, said they
would ahide. by, the highway -

3 engmeer s decision,

Mrs. Frank Gfeller started
a petition “about- the road,--"

. located ahout 10 miles west of

Junction City in the Mﬂ[ordn:
Lake " area, Three -othep .
families along the road and.w

- -more than 100 persons in the -

" area signed the petition. i

PART GF the" .conEusmn

| "over the road stems from the

' . way roads are maintained in -

f’.’

the two counties. In Geary -
County, road maintenance is
the responsibility - .of - the ,

' county. In Dickinson County,

townships are responsible for i

: maintaining roads. -

In 1964, ‘the U, S. Corps of

Engmeers provided $35 000 -
. for rebuilding of a county line’ .
:road  “leading. to- Milford -
Reservoir, Geary County got

- the money, even though
.~ upkeep . of the voad -had
~ belonged to Fragrant Hill
. 'Township-in- Dickinson

* County., i

'BECK SAID the” tmub]e
started . because Dickinson
County ‘commissioners think

“Geary County made a lot of .
. money . from the Corps

pmject

“That's 'completely false
and I've got the f1gures to-
prove it,” Beck said. e said .

: rebuilding of the road used up -

all but $400 of the $35,000 ":

" provided by, the Corps and

maintenance of the road has

" cost Geary County over '

$6,000.
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DICKINSON COUNTY COURT HOUSE

ABILENE, KANSAS 67410

December 18, 1972

Mr. Wayne Baer, Trustee
Fragrant Hill Township

Route 2

Chapman, Kansas 67h31

Dear Waynes: .=

As you can see by the enclosed letter from (teary County by Hayes Rrck, thev wigh
to negotiate with Dickinson County Commissioners when the foverning hodlcr are
your township board and Geary County. : Geary County Commissioners da n~t scem to
understand that we in D10k1nqon County do not have a county unit road system as
in Geary County.

After conaldprlng their remarks, I will quote to you the thoughts that enter my
mird,

Geary Cnuntv now says they spent %?h,éﬂl of the $35,000 in constructine the north .
corps mile, and they can prove this by invoices ﬂe all know Geary County did
the work themselves., So, who made up these 1nv01ces?

If they did spend this much where there are no people and practically no traffic
I, myself, sure wouldn't want to advertise this amount because it was an excps-
sive, wasteful; wnwarranted expenditure in an isolated rlace,

I'f it was warranted in any way, is .it Fragrant Hill's fanlt that Geary .County made
a pvoor deal with the Corps and didn't receive, enongh money for maintenance? The
contract shows that Geary County and the Corps were Lhe only partdsa involved in
this project, ‘

Wayne, T might suggest that your Board consider closins the north mile nfficially,
This would legally prove that Dickinson County is not. 1nfhrr"+pﬂ in retting
involved in Gearv-Gorps projects after all the money is spent, You micht then ot
Geary's attention and cooperation in fixing the south mile where there are neonle
snd a problem exists. Technically, we could probably only close the north one-
half mile because the rest of the mile is alj Corps property nurchased in the
Milford Lake project. ‘

.




Wayne Baer P December 18, 1972

We would be happy to discuss this in detail at your ronvenience iF we can be of
any help in this matter,

Flmer Jon@sgféhairman

County Comnmissioner, 3rd District
eleg:

Geary County Commlssioners

John D, McNeal, State Engineer of Kansas

Lee Rich, BEditor for the Junction City Union

Ed Kessineger, Editor for the Junction City Republie

Yenry Jameson, Tditor for the Abilene Reflector Chronicle




OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
' . GEARY COUNTY
JUNCTION CITY, KANSAS 66441
December 26, 1972

"Wayna Baer
Route 2
Chapman, Kansas

Dear Mr. Baer:

This is to acknowiedge your receipt of the December 18,
1972, letter by Elmer Jones, addressed to you.

vlease be assured that we had no intention of circumventing
Fragrant Hill Township. I think we have a sympathetic attitude

toward the financial condition of your Township.,

" We are certain that you will be interested to learn that
the Geary County Commissioners requested Mr, Johmn D. McNeal,
State Engineer of Kansas, to serve as an Arbitrator in this
disputed matter and was assured by telephone on December 20,
1972, by Mr. McNeal, that he would serve as an Arbitrator in
this matter if all parties involved agreed to abide by his
findings. :

We hope that you and your Township Board will meet soon
to approve the services of Mr. McNeal and agree to abide by
his findings as we have agreed to abide, and will so inform
the County Commission as well as the other parties invoived.

I feel that we are fortunate in receiving the services
of Mr, McNeal and is the simplest-and most economic solution
to a problem that has vexed all of us for too long.

Singerely yours,
Board of County Commissioners

Hayes B. Beck, Chairman

ccs

John McNeal

Henry Jamison, Abilene Reflector
Ed Hessinger, J.C. Republic

Lee Rich, J.C. Union '

" KJICK
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January Y9,1973

Gezry County Commissioners,
Gearpy County Courthouse,
Junction City, Kansas

Dear Gentelman;

In answer to your letter dated Dec, 26,1972, We the Fragrant Hill
Township board in meeting January 9,1973 heve come to the following
agreement,

Where as you recelved §35,000 from the Corp of Lngineers for
Construction of the north mlle without any prior agreement of our
board., We feel there is only one mile to divide, This lesves only the
south mile in question of which we have maintained and surfaced the
north 3 of this mile since October 27,1972,

If you feel we =sre stlll obilagated to the entlire south mlle,
then we feel we®éntiled to § of the payment you received from the
Corp of Wngineers or approximately $17,500, If this ssttlement isn't
of agreement with you then you will find the south 5 of the south
mile at your disgpossal in any matter of which you chose to de,

Ao Mo L

John Henitz
} -
N - 3 A
(Apees. TRl
“Wayne Baer 7

V4

J/fli ‘) v“ (

Henry Zumbrunn




