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State of Kansas
Special District2027

answering objections of taxpayers relating  to the proposed use of all funds and the amount of tax to levied.
Detailed budget information is available at Morris County Clerk's Office  and will be available at this hearing.

BUDGET SUMMARY
Proposed Budget 2027 Expenditures and Amount of 2026 Ad Valorem Tax establish the maximum limits
of the 2027 budget.  Estimated Tax Rate is subject to change depending on the final assessed valuation.

Prior Year Actual 2025 Current Year Estimate for 2026 Proposed Budget Year for 2027
Actual Actual

FUND Expenditures Tax Rate* Expenditures Tax Rate*

General 4,072 1.939 4,375 1.913 8,666 3,640 1.884
Debt Service              
               
               
        
        

Totals 4,072 1.939 4,375 1.913 8,666 3,640 1.884
1.884

Less: Transfers 0 0 0
Net Expenditures 4,072 4,375 8,666
Total Tax Levied 3,636 3,637 xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Assessed Valuation 1,875,555 1,902,067 1,931,872

Outstanding Indebtedness,
  Jan 1, 2024 2025 2026
G.O. Bonds 0 0 0
Revenue Bonds 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Lease Pur. Princ. 0 0 0
     Total 0 0 0

  *Tax rates are expressed in mills.
**Revenue Neutral Rate as defined by KSA 79-2988

NOTICE OF BUDGET HEARING

Amount of 2026 
Ad Valorem Tax

The governing body of 
Burdick Cemetery District

Morris County

Proposed 
Estimated 
Tax Rate*

Budget Authority 
for Expenditures

will meet on August 31st, 2026 at 7:00 PM at Burdick Shelter House, Burdick, Kansas for the purpose of hearing and

Philip Peterson

Revenue Neutral Rate**

State of Kansas
Special District2027

for the purpose of hearing and answering objections of taxpayers 
relating to the proposed use of all funds and the amount of tax to be levied.

Detailed budget information is available at Morris County Clerk's Office  and will be available at this hearing.
BUDGET SUMMARY

Proposed Budget 2027 Expenditures and Amount of 2026 Ad Valorem Tax establish the maximum limits
of the 2027 budget.  Estimated Tax Rate is subject to change depending on the final assessed valuation.

Prior Year Actual 2025 Current Year Estimate for 2026 Proposed Budget Year for 2027
Actual Actual

FUND Expenditures Tax Rate* Expenditures Tax Rate*

General 11,216 9.235 14,500 9.270 24,292 15,000 8.927
Debt Service              
               
               
        
        

Totals 11,216 9.235 14,500 9.270 24,292 15,000 8.927
8.928

Less: Transfers 0 0 0
Net Expenditures 11,216 14,500 24,292
Total Tax Levied 15,000 15,000 xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Assessed Valuation 1,624,320 1,618,221 1,680,371

Outstanding Indebtedness,
  Jan 1, 2024 2025 2026
G.O. Bonds 0 0 0
Revenue Bonds 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Lease Pur. Princ. 0 0 0
     Total 0 0 0

  *Tax rates are expressed in mills.
**Revenue Neutral Rate as defined by KSA 79-2988

will meet on August 24th, 2026 at 4:00 PM at Morris County Courthouse, 501 W Main Street, Council Grove, KS 

Allan Timm

Revenue Neutral Rate**

NOTICE OF BUDGET HEARING

Amount of 2026 
Ad Valorem Tax

The governing body of 
Downing-Kelso Cemetery District

Morris County

Proposed 
Estimated 
Tax Rate*

Budget Authority 
for Expenditures

Chase County Treasurer's Quarterly Publication for Balance Ending June 30, 2026

Fund Fund Name:
 Net Treasury 

Cash Fund Fund Name:
001 General Fund $1,532,533.85 617 Cottonwood Falls City: Curb & Gutter $0.00
002 Detention Facility $3,607,581.74 618 Cottonwood Falls City: Street & Alley $0.00
004 Courthouse Preservation Fund $84,534.96 621 Cottonwood Falls City: Mowing $0.00
005 Courthouse Restoration Fund $0.00 622 Cottonwood Falls City/Clearing $0.00
006 Courthouse Debt Services $0.00 623 Cottonwood Falls Sidewalk $0.00
007 Treasurer's Tech $1,791.87 624 Cottonwood Falls City: Unpaid Weed Bill $0.00
008 Conceal and Carry $490.90 625 Cottonwood Falls City:Unpd Water Bill $0.00
009 District Court Technology $8,379.75 633 Elmdale City: General $0.00
010 Clerk's Tech $4,453.45 634 Elmdale City: Bond & Interest $0.00
011 Stray Animals $382.16 644 Matfield Green City: General $0.00
012 Gifts $0.00 651 Strong City: General $0.00
013 Technology Fund For Register of Deeds $11,807.76 652 Strong City: Bond & Interest $0.00
014 Registered Sex Offender $4,248.92 653 Strong City: Clearing $0.00
015 Vin Inspections $6,466.06 654 Strong City: Water Bill $0.00
016 Ambulance Equipment Fund $142,202.60 700 Bazaar Township: General $0.00
018 Heritage Trust Fund $405.00 701 Bazaar Township: Cemetery $0.00
019 Register of Deeds Escrow Fund $232.10 707 Cedar Township: General $0.00
029 LSSE Grant 708 Cedar Township: Cemetery $0.00
030 Fire $89,924.76 714 Cottonwood Township: General $0.00
031 Fire Dist-Equipment Fund $109,019.91 715 Cottonwood Township: Cemetery $0.00
032 Fire District 1 Temp Note $0.00 716 Cottonwood Township: Building $0.00
033 Morris Co. Fire Dist No. 9 $14,752.69 722 Diamond Township: General $0.00
034 Fire #1 Building Fund $191,153.93 730 Falls Township: General $0.00
035 County Health $46,699.42 731 Falls Township: Cemetery $0.00
045 Services for Elderly $56,675.35 732 Falls Township: Library $0.00
060 Road & Bridge $579,193.29 740 Homestead Township: General $0.00
061 Special Bridge $176,056.59 741 Homestead Township: Cemetery $0.00
062 Special Road $160,137.23 742 Homestead Township: Towns $0.00
063 Road Machinery & Bridge B $318,522.95 750 Matfield Township: General $0.00
064 Bond & Interest $9,973.27 751 Matfield Township: Cemetery $0.00
065 Detention Center Bond Reserve $0.00 760 Strong Township: General $0.00
066 Detention Center Bond Princ & Interest $0.00 761 Strong Township: Cemetery $0.00
069 Parks Bridge Escrow $136,912.74 770 Toledo Township: General $0.00
073 County Fair Building $673.50 771 Toledo Township: Building $0.00
074 Mental Health $6,184.09 772 Toledo Township: Cemetery $0.00
078 County Bridge Building Fund $0.00 801 USD 284: General $0.00
079 Crime Prevention $37,351.14 802 USD 284: Bond & Interest $0.00
080 Special Parks & Recreation $9,070.64 803 USD 284: Recreation $0.00
081 Alcohol & Drug Program $15,583.80 804 USD 284: Capital Outlay $0.00
083 Transient Guest Tax $26,427.17 805 USD 284: Supplemental General $0.00
084 Co. Equipment Reserve Fund $322,487.94 808 USD 397: General $0.00
085 Multi YR Cap Improvement $611,623.70 809 USD 397: Capital Outlay $0.00
086 911 Fees $145,310.75 810 USD 397: Supplemental General $0.00
100 Special Law Enforcement $25,840.44 811 USD 397: Bond & Interest $0.00
105 DFAT $0.00 816 USD 398: General $0.00
106 Prosecutor Training $17,247.73 817 USD 398: Bond & Interest $0.00
107 Special Prosecutor Trust $1,990.54 818 USD 398: Capital Outlay $0.00
108 Court Trustees Operation $2,509.79 819 USD 398: Recreation $0.00
109 Co. Attorney Trust Fund $5,921.99 820 USD 398: Supplemental General $0.00
111 Domestic Violence $560.00 823 USD 408: General $0.00
112 Juvenile Probation $1,744.67 824 USD 408: Capital Outlay $0.00
150 Asset Forfeiture $0.00 825 USD 408: Bond & Interest $0.00
151 Forfeiture Proceeds $3,236.36 826 USD 408: Supplemental General $0.00
200 Sheriff Drug Tax $3,735.00 827 USD 408: Recreation $0.00
300 Jail Revenue $401,002.00 900 Jail Commissary Sales Tax $40.28
310 Payment In Lieu of Taxes $433.00 901 Current Tax $204,113.72
315 Local Assistance Continge $77,211.51 902 Escaped Tax $0.00
325 Kansas Fights Addiction $13,179.62 903 Motor Vehicle Personal Tax $47,981.93
350 American Rescue Plan $0.00 905 Special City-County Mineral $6,535.47
375 Chase Co. Housing Fund $0.00 906 Real Estate Redemptions $85,626.23
401 NCK Library: General $0.00 907 Delinquent Personal Property $14,911.71
402 NCK Library: Retirement $0.00 910 Recreational Vehicle Tax $1,093.66
410 State: Eleemosynary $0.00 911 Commercial Vehicle Tax $617.50
411 State: Educational $0.00 912 Neighborhood Revitalization -$2,623.98
412 State: Correctional $0.00 913 Impounded Tax Funds $0.00
413 State: Motor Vehicle Fund $0.00 920 Liquor Tax $0.00
414 State General $0.00 921 Game Licenses $135.00
501 WS #21 JT-Fall River $0.00 923 Motor Vehicle Licenses -$68.26
503 WS #24 JT-Upper Verdigris $0.00 924 Motor Vehicle Operating $9,732.52
505 WS #25 - Silver Creek 925 Motor Vehicle Sales Tax $5,991.29
507 WS #33 JT-Upper Walnut $0.00 926 Kansas Drivers Licenses $264.00
509 WS #61 JT-Diamond Creek $0.00 927 Cash Short and Over $54.93
511 WS #62 JT-Middle Creek $1,740.99 Final Total: $9,466,294.11
513 WS #71 - Peyton Creek $0.00 I hereby certify this to be a true and correct 
515 WS #76 - South Fork $407.53 report as of June 30, 2026
517 WS #94 - Jacobs Creek $0.00
518 Flint Hills Extension District $47,251.14
550 Drainage District #2: General $17,032.81     Bernice Albers, Chase County Treasurer
551 Drainage District #2: Bond & Interest $0.00
560 Wholesale Water District -$1.25 Subscribed and sworn before me on
561 Oil & Gas Depletion $1,598.26 August 11, 2026
601 Cedar Point City: General $0.00
611 Cottonwood Falls City: General $0.00
612 Cottonwood Falls City: Bond & Interest $0.00 Connie M. Pretzer, Chase County Clerk

Chase County Treasurer’s Quarterly Publication for Balance Ending June 30, 2026

CG Board
construction — a lower masonry 
portion and a larger, taller wood-
framed portion. The residential 
plans included the larger portion, 
while the smaller western section 
would remain available for com-
mercial use.

The city’s May denial stated that 
the proposed mixed-use configura-
tion did not comply with municipal 
code because the city considered the 
property to consist of two separate 
adjoining structures rather than the 
single structure required for mixed 
occupancy.

Emery also raised a separate 
life-safety issue involving bedroom 
windows and emergency egress 
along the neighboring property 
line. He said a clear pathway would 
have to be legally available so oc-
cupants escaping through the win-
dows would not be required to enter 
neighboring property without per-
mission. Although there appeared to 
be approximately five feet between 
the buildings, the actual property 
line had not been established by a 
survey.

Emery emphasized that the city 
had not yet completed a full build-
ing-code review because the zoning 
question had to be resolved first. If 
the project proceeded, he said, in-
spectors would still have to deter-
mine requirements involving fire 
separation, exits and other life-safe-
ty provisions.

Masters addressed questions about 
why some work had proceeded be-
fore the stop-work order. He said he 
had been working for the city only 
one day a week at the time. He per-
formed an underground plumbing 
inspection after a permit application 
appeared on his desk and also in-
spected an electrical service change 
for which an electrical permit had 
been issued.

Masters said he discussed zoning 
and drawing requirements with Mc-
Donald but did not consider himself 
free to enter the building without an 
active permit. Jones said city staff 
had been attempting to work with 
McDonald to obtain the informa-
tion needed rather than immediately 
shutting down the project.

McDonald disputed portions of the 
city’s timeline and interpretation.

He said plans had been submitted 
electronically with the original Nov. 
20 application and said engineered 
stamped drawings for structural 
work also had been provided. He 
acknowledged that the permit appli-
cation described the proposed work 
as a private residence but said that 
description referred only to the por-
tion being remodeled. The western 
portion of the property was to re-
main commercial and was not part 
of the remodeling work.

McDonald’s central argument was 
that the property is one structure 
and has functioned as one structure 
since an addition was constructed in 
approximately 1992.

He cited a letter from the project’s 
architect and described a roughly 
16-foot opening that had existed be-
tween the older masonry portion and 
the addition, shared utilities, con-
struction crossing historic lot lines, 
overlapping roof construction and 
other physical connections between 
the two sections.

McDonald said the property has 
had one address and shared water, 
gas and electrical systems and ar-
gued there is no place where a ver-
tical line could simply be drawn to 
separate one independent building 
from another.

McDonald also pointed to Section 
16-205 of the city’s zoning regu-
lations, which contains language 
allowing buildings in the business 
district to be used for uses permitted 
in the residential district. City staff 
said a 2018 ordinance superseded 
earlier conflicting provisions.

That conflict prompted significant 
discussion with Symmonds.

Symmonds told the board that 
when interpreting zoning provi-
sions, the more specific provision 
generally controls. He said that 
if Section 16-205 remains on the 
books, it would apply unless super-
seded by something more specific.

He also examined the later provi-
sion stating that no new single-fam-
ily dwelling may be allowed in the 
business or industrial districts, fol-
lowed by language permitting mixed 
occupancy in a single structure suit-
able for that use. Symmonds said the 
410 E. Main proposal did not appear 
to him to constitute construction of a 
“new single-family dwelling.”

More importantly for the board’s 
deliberations, Symmonds said zon-
ing ordinances should be interpreted 
according to their plain language and 
that when language is ambiguous, 
the ambiguity is generally resolved 
in favor of the property owner rather 
than through speculation about what 
lawmakers may have intended.

“If there’s any ambiguity, it’s re-
solved in favor of the property own-
er,” Symmonds told the board.

Later in the meeting, when board 
members returned to the conflict be-
tween the two ordinance sections, 
Symmonds read from a 2026 court 
decision concerning property rights 
and the interpretation of zoning re-
strictions, again explaining that re-
strictions on the use of private prop-
erty are generally narrowly con-
strued and exceptions interpreted in 
favor of the property owner.

(Continued from Page 1)
The hearing included an extended 

public-comment period.
James Crosby raised concerns 

not only about the specific project 
but about consistency in the city’s 
permitting process. He said the 
responsibility for allowing work 
to proceed without an issued per-
mit rested with both the city and 
McDonald and questioned what 
standard would be applied to other 
contractors under similar circum-
stances.

Walsh, participating by Zoom, 
told the board that he and his wife 
own the building and have devel-
oped strong ties to Council Grove 
during approximately 15 years of 
spending time in Kansas.

Walsh, who currently lives in 
New Jersey, said he had repeatedly 
passed the deteriorated property on 
Main Street and saw an opportu-
nity to improve it while creating a 
place for his family to stay when in 
Council Grove. He said he and his 
wife anticipate being able to spend 
considerably more time in the area 
after she retires.

Walsh said much of what he heard 
during Wednesday’s hearing was 
new to him. He said he did not learn 
about the stop-work order until late 
May and acknowledged there had 
been a communication gap.

He said the intention was to cre-
ate a residential area that might also 
be used periodically as an Airbnb, 
while retaining the western portion 
for eventual commercial use. Walsh 
said that could involve leasing the 
commercial space or operating a 
business there himself.

When board members later asked 
what he envisioned for the commer-
cial portion, Walsh said he had not 
reached a final decision but could 
envision a use such as a sandwich 
shop. He reiterated that an Airbnb 
had been part of his original think-
ing for the residential portion.

John French of Council Grove 
spoke in support of finding a way 
for the project to proceed. French 
said he had known Walsh for years 
and was among those who origi-
nally brought Walsh and friends to 
Council Grove, where they devel-
oped ties to the community.

French said he did not want the 
city to ignore its rules and believed 
Walsh would make changes neces-
sary to comply with requirements. 
However, he said the matter should 
not have reached its present level 
and encouraged the city and appli-
cant to resolve the issues.

French said Council Grove should 
be welcoming to people willing to 
invest in the community and said 
renovation of the property would 
improve that portion of Main Street 
and contribute to the tax base.

Other residents also commented. 
Jane Rickenbrode from S. 5th St. 
questioned whether the residential 

portion would be solely a private 
residence or operated as some form 
of lodging and asked what was 
planned for the commercial side.

Steve Crichton said he and Fire 
Chief Tyson Stevenson had previ-
ously contacted the State Fire Mar-
shal’s Office after concerns were 
raised about the project. Crichton 
said the principal issues discussed 
involved egress and fire-service ac-
cess.

Neter Schamberger encouraged 
the board to reverse the denial, with 
modifications if necessary, say-
ing the situation appeared to have 
resulted from misunderstandings 
involving both the city and the ap-
plicant.

John Tischhauser spoke about his 
own interest in investing in com-
mercial property in Council Grove 
and said potential investors were 
watching how the city handled 
projects involving redevelopment 
of Main Street buildings.

Denise Hartman said she believed 
using the residential portion as an 
Airbnb or rentable lodge open to 
the public could benefit the com-
munity by improving the property 
and providing additional lodging.

Throughout the later discussion, 
board members struggled with how 
to preserve the property’s commer-
cial character while recognizing 
that mixed occupancy is expressly 
contemplated by the city’s ordi-
nance.

Emery acknowledged that the 
phrase “suitable for such use” in 
the ordinance is not defined and de-
scribed the wording as difficult to 
administer. McDonald continued 
to maintain that the decisive fact 
was that the property is a single 
structure and therefore eligible for 
mixed occupancy.

Board members also repeatedly 
returned to fire safety and the east-
side property line. They discussed 
whether a survey might show that 
Walsh already owns sufficient space 
outside the proposed bedroom win-
dows for legal emergency egress. If 
it does not, the discussion indicated 
that a recorded easement from the 
neighboring property owner would 
be necessary.

The board ultimately voted unani-
mously to grant McDonald’s appeal 
with conditions. The property will 
remain a mixed-use commercial 
property, with proper emergency 
egress required. A survey is to de-
termine the actual property bound-
ary along the east side. If the survey 
shows sufficient legal egress space 
is already within Walsh’s property, 
an easement will not be necessary. 
If it is not, a recorded easement 
from the adjoining property owner 
will be required. The project also 
remains subject to applicable build-
ing-code and life-safety require-
ments.


