
Agenda 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE AND APRIL 23, 2024 
7:00 PM 

CITY OF LENEXA, KANSAS COMMUNITY FORUM 
17101 W. 87TH STREET PARKWAY 

CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVE MINUTES March 26, 2024 Committee of the Whole meeting draft 
minutes (located in the Appendix) 

DISCUSSION 

1. Presentation of Draft Comprehensive Plan

ADJOURN 
APPENDIX 

2. March 26, 2024 Committee of the Whole meeting draft minutes

Dist. Governing Body; Management Team; Agenda & Minutes Distribution List 

IF YOU NEED ANY ACCOMMODATIONS FOR THE MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT THE CITY ADA COORDINATOR, 
913/477-7550.  KANSAS RELAY SERVICE 800/766-3777.  PLEASE GIVE 48 HOURS NOTICE 

ASSISTIVE LISTENING DEVICES ARE AVAILABLE FOR USE IN THE COMMUNITY FORUM BY REQUEST. 

PLANNING COMMISSION JOINT MEETING 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE AND
 PLANNING COMMISSION

 JOINT MEETING MEMORANDUM 

ITEM 1
SUBJECT: Presentation of Draft Comprehensive Plan   
CONTACT: Scott McCullough, Community Development Director   
DATE: April 23, 2024   

PROJECT BACKGROUND/DESCRIPTION: 
In 2021, the City embarked on a major update to the Comprehensive Plan. Extensive staff, Steering 
Committee, and public engagement have occurred since 2021 and a draft of the Plan was prepared and 
shared with the public at an open house on March 27, 2024. A report reflecting the comments received at 
the open house and recommended revisions to the draft Plan is attached for review. 

Staff and the City's consultant, Houseal Lavigne, will present the draft Plan and request feedback from the 
Planning Commission and City Council at this Joint Meeting. The Plan will then begin a formal adoption 
process when the Planning Commission holds a public hearing on the Plan at its June 3, 2024 meeting. 
The City Council will consider the Plan at its June 18, 2024 meeting. 

VISION / GUIDING PRINCIPLES ALIGNMENT: 

Vision 2040 Guiding Principles 
Healthy People Superior Quality Services 
Inviting Places Prudent Financial Management 

Vibrant Neighborhoods Strategic Community Investment 
Integrated Infrastructure & Transportation Extraordinary Community Pride 

Thriving Economy Inclusive Community Building 
Responsible Economic Development 
Sustainable Policies and Practices 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Report
2. Presentation
3. Draft Comprehensive Plan
4. Supplemental Correspondence
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Lenexa Draft Comprehensive Plan  
Follow Up Issues and Public Comments 

This document contains comments submitted by the public and governing body members at or after the 
March 27, 2024, open house where residents and other stakeholders were invited to review and 
comment on the Draft Comprehensive Plan. The comments generated several follow-up revisions to the 
plan as noted in this report. 

Follow Up Discussion Items 

After the open house, Staff noted a few items in need of revision in the Draft Comprehensive Plan and 
agreed with several of the public’s suggestions to revise the plan. Staff plans to revise the document to 
address the following comments/issues without discussion from the City Council and Planning 
Commission, unless the Council or Commission desire such discussion: 

a. Revise the picture of Old Town in Chapter 5 to include current businesses.
b. Revise the telecommunications section in Chapter 7 to account for satellite service.
c. Correct minor misinformation and spelling edits on the acknowledgements page.
d. Include the multiuse trails layer of the parks and open space map with the bicycle and

pedestrian map.
e. Remove private medical facilities from the Community Facilities Map and revise the plan

narrative to account for the larger spectrum of medical clinics and services serving the
community.

f. Correct an error in classifying a parcel located at the northeast corner of Canyon Creek
Boulevard and future 100th Street. The current comprehensive plan (exhibit on the right
below) reflects a Community Commercial land use classification for the parcel outlined in
light blue. The parcel was mistakenly classified as Public/Open Space in the new draft plan
(exhibit on the left, parcel highlighted with yellow dot). The Public/Open Space classification
is used for public parks and open spaces. This property is privately owned and expected to
develop in the future. The properties to the east and south of this property are currently
zoned for commercial uses.

A couple of issues generated by the public’s review should be discussed at the April 23, 2024, joint 
meeting of the City Council and Planning Commission and will be presented at that time by Staff for 
direction by the Council and Commission. They include: 
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a. Review Clear Creek area (excerpt from the Draft 

Future Land Use Map at right). The City’s plan for 
development of this City-owned property at the 
northeast corner of Clare Road and 91st Street 
minimally exceeds the Suburban-Density 
Residential density of 3.5 du/ac (at <5 du/ac net).  
 
Staff does not recommend it be changed to 
Medium-Density Residential because Staff also 
view density in terms of gross density and it likely 
conforms in that sense, but Staff desires to 
highlight this area since the City owns it and it 
presents opportunity to include missing middle 
housing types that go beyond the Suburban-
Density Residential primary uses (duplex, 
townhomes). 
 
 
 
 

b. Review two land use classifications noted in the public open house comments from Dan 
Foster (Item 8 under the Miscellaneous Comments and Post-Open House Emails section 
later in this report). Mr. Foster’s email was, in part, in response to a discussion Community 
Development Director Scott McCullough had at the open house with Greg Sieve, a resident 
of Canyon Creek Highlands living on Saddletop Street, who argued against High-Density 
Residential land use for property west of K-7 noted on the map contained in Mr. Foster’s 
email. Mr. Sieve followed up with an email on the topic (Item 9 under the Miscellaneous 
Comments and Post-Open House Emails section later in this report).  
 
The other part of Mr. Foster’s email is a request to modify the Office, Research and 
Development classification east of K-7 Highway along 101st Street to the Medium-Density 
Residential classification noted on the map contained in Mr. Foster’s email.  

 
For reasons that will be discussed at the April 23, joint meeting, Staff recommends changing 
the residential classification from High-Density to Medium-Density for the property west of 
K-7 and maintaining the Office, Research and Development classification for the property 
east of K-7. 

 
Analysis of Land Use Classifications 

Members of the Governing Body have requested a comparison of land use classifications between the 
current Comprehensive Plan and Draft Comprehensive Plan, particularly for Medium-Density Residential 
and High-Density Residential classifications. The table below depicts the differences in acres between all 
land use classifications contained in the Plan. As areas noted in the Areas of Change Map on page 23 of 
the Draft Comprehensive Plan were revised to address changing market conditions, land uses were 
pushed and pulled in different ways. Essentially, the Office, Research, and Development classification 
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and Regional Retail classification were reduced and replaced with Business Park, High-Density 
Residential, and Medium-Density Residential classifications. 

This comparison is reflected graphically in the bar chart below. 

Current Draft Difference % Change
Suburban-Density Residential 6145 6090 -55 -0.90%
Business Park 3395 3655 260 7.66%
Low-Density Residential 2229 2214 -15 -0.67%
Public/Open Space 2196 2210 14 0.64%
Office, Research, and Development 806 544 -262 -32.51%
Medium-Density Residential 763 853 90 11.80%
Institutional 680 680 0 0.00%
High-Density Residential 670 904 234 34.93%
Office/Employment 397 329 -68 -17.13%
Community Retail 354 371 17 4.80%
Regional Retail 347 160 -187 -53.89%
Mixed Use 258 259 1 0.39%
Neighborhood Retail 205 205 0 0.00%
City Center 177 149 -28 -15.82%
Urban-Density Residential 113 112 -1 -0.88%

TOTAL 18735 18735 0 0.00%

Land Area (ac)
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Another way of looking at the relationship between land uses is to group them into broader categories 
where all residential, commercial, office and business park classifications are grouped into one category 
as the bar chart below reflects. 

 

Of the 904 acres of High-Density Residential-classified properties in the Draft Comprehensive Plan, 
approximately 170 acres are yet to be zoned to correspond with the planned High-Density Residential 
use as noted in the green circles on the map below. Note that the Mixed-Use areas in the Ridgeview 
Corridor and City Center area allow multifamily uses as well. 
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Of the 853 acres of Medium-Density Residential-classified properties in the Draft Comprehensive Plan, 
approximately 110 acres are yet to be zoned to correspond with the planned Medium-Density 
Residential use as noted in the pink circles on the map below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The properties changing from non-High/Medium Residential to High- or Medium-Residential Density 
classification that have not yet been zoned for this type of development are circled in green on the map 
below. 
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Public Comment Received at Open House 

The open house comment cards contained three questions as noted below. The responses provided are 
verbatim from the cards left at the open house. Not every question was answered by a commenter. 

1. What do you appreciate about the draft plan?

a. The focus on sustainable development, various modes of transportation, and community
services.

b. I like the “third place”. Areas that people can meet. Also like the mobility add trail maps. I
appreciate space for single family subdivision homes.

c. Visuals- Ability to ask questions.
d. Love the shared use path/trail plans!
a. The “third place” concept is exciting.
e. Its intended focus on green spaces/conservation. Its thoughtfulness about accessibility,

diversity, & lower incomes. Having the opportunity to view the plans & comment on them.
f. The median density South of 99th/100th East of Clare-west of K7 does provide a good

transition from BP to RP-1.
g. Interesting how things have changed-more forward looking based on the needs of the

community-bike paths, less offices, accommodation of Panasonic Plant impact etc.
h. I love the idea of the neighborhood nodes. Ultimately, I think that is a safer and more

sustainable way to reduce the car traffic created by low density zoning than expanding road
infrastructure.

i. As you look at 83rd from K7 to Desoto-recommend 2 lanes each way- with center turn. –Not
4 lanes!

j. Looking at senior residential age in place options. Broad scope- taking many interests/needs
into account.

k. Appreciate the information! It’s all work in progress.
l. How much thought has gone into it.

2. What would you change about the draft plan?

a. I would be mindful of the timing of housing density vs schools, roads/paths. I’d like to see
emphasis on keeping up existing infrastructure (parks, pools, and other public-use
properties that remain inside 435 (older part of Lenexa) so that existing neighborhoods are
not forgotten while so much time and money is focused to West Lenexa.

b. Since land and new neighborhoods is limited, anything Lenexa can do to give the remaining
new houses a little character/unique from the developer would be appreciated; Not 100%
EIFS stucco, but include horizontal lap siding, etc.

c. None - that I can perceive at this time.
d. Emphasis on affordable single family homes-much of the development in Lenexa is >$500k.

The only “cheap” development doesn’t even have basements.  Fill in sidewalk gaps near Oak
Park.

e. Make timelines of planned projects more clear/available.  Remove the road plans to connect
91st St & Lone Elm. Add more parks/green spaces/conservation land. Be more clear about
low income housing availability.

f. Need for balance in housing options. Providing attainable housing choices.
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g. Please work with developers on preserving the natural environment while also providing 
necessary housing.  The layouts of new developments don’t need to kill every tree and 
natural space like every new development is now doing. This doesn’t align with water 
conservation goals of Johnson County and the State of Kansas. 

h. Residential around Clear Creek Park on Clare should be changed to medium density for all or 
some.  3.5 DU/AC is too low for what the City has stated they want there. 

i. Need to better understand how this fits into what the cities around us are doing. 
j. Move actionable language pertaining to improving transportation safety. Transit is briefly 

mentioned but I don’t see any way that people will start using transit without a major 
overhaul in zoning. I prefer mixed-use zoning but majority of Lenexa residents seem to like 
low density.  

k. Make sure to clearly indicate RETAIL that will be added. If it is the neighborhood nodes-say 
so. 

 
3. Does the draft plan align with Vision 2040 goals? 

 
a. I believe so. I have concerns that the housing development in Western Lenexa would pre-date 

establishment of right-sized infrastructure (i.e. roads, bike lanes, public transportation). 
b. Yes, I think so. Well Done! 
c. Thank you for offering this to Lenexa Residents. 
d. For future development, Yes. I’m skeptical all Lenexan’s (us living in the older parts near Oak 

Park) will have access to a walkable third place (especially safe walkability).  
e. I was disappointed to see, despite the plan’s emphasis on environmental conservation, a few 

planned park additions & the plans for a new road to cut through the park by my house (91st 
St). 

f. Skeptical about the nodes and how much value if any they will actually provide. 
g. Yes. 

 
Miscellaneous Comments and Post-Open House Emails 

 
1. Apartment vs single family residence development 

a. What data supports the demand for more apartments? 
i. Growing 65 and over ages want smaller homes, not apartments. 

b. How much is dependent upon the Panasonic plant meeting 4000 employment goal? 
c. What is the overall population growth estimate? 

2. Huge increase in bike trails. I’m OK in theory with this, but are the “connecters” really getting 
used? 
a. What are the current RideKC bike use numbers? 

3. For development between 435 and K7, are there any plans for the loud gun range? 
a. I wouldn’t want to move within a mile of it but that’s where much of the current 

development is. 
4. For the development west of K7 out by St. James, is there any shopping, retail, parks, 

swimming, etc.? 
5. To achieve this plan, how much will the city need to invest (i.e.. Tax us) relative to the past 

16-20 years? 
6. Are sustainability building codes in conflict with need for affordable housing? 
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7. Overall I appreciate the look and feel of the proposed document and I believe it should
serve the City well.  Being a Lenexa resident my comments really relate to how the Plan
might impact development in our general neighborhood (Manchester Park).
• Not certain of the best way to do this, but the multi-use trails in the parks and open

space map need to be integrated with the bicycle and pedestrian map.  I probably see
more bikes on those multi-use trails then I do on the bike lanes.   In reality, when I go
biking I usually use the trails but then hop over to some on-street lanes (or sidewalks)
when I am trying to get to a specific location.

• Near K-10 and K-7 I noticed significant land use changes from retail and/or office to
Business Park.  Given all the market changes it probably makes sense, though I
remain concerned about the potential nature and intensity of some of those
business park uses.  Also what KDOT might propose for K-10 can have an impact on
Land Uses for the area.

• Very pleased that you mention Accessory Dwelling Units.  These units might one
day contribute to the housing needs of many Lenexa residents, of all ages.  Some
additional UDC or building code changes might be needed to make this happen.

• At one point in time MARC had proposed a Kansas City to Lawrence trail along K-10
Highway.  The trail is still on Lenexa’s trails map, but I didn’t see it mentioned
anywhere.  It’s a great idea, though much of the trail would need to be pulled off the
highway and interchanges due to cost and potential traffic conflicts.   The 1st

segment of this trail was actually constructed in Lenexa (Woodland to 101st)
• Keep up the good work on development of Lenexa City Center!!!

8. Email from Dan Foster, Principal with Schlagel consulting firm, representing land
owner/developer Andy Cope:

As we briefly discussed this evening, we appreciate the staffs hard work and consideration
of the land use requests we have made on behalf of the property owner over the last few
years.  After reviewing the draft future land use, Andy would like to make the following
requests for the comprehensive plan.

K10-A, LLC Monticello Road and 102nd Terrace Parcel

The previous and the new draft comprehensive plans show this parcel (reflected by red 
dot in the map below inserted by Staff) as an office use.  It has been master planned for 
office forever and has no one has had any interest for an office use.  He does have 
interest in a residential use.  He would like to see this parcel shown as medium density 
residential. Parcels north and west are residential uses and there is a church to the 
east.  With the change in the office market since 2020, office parcels this size (small 
offices to provide professional services) seek locations near retail centers.  While it 
adjacent to proposed BP land use, there is no mutually advantageous connection or 
compatibility of for business or resources.  The office on the small parcel near the retail 
on Woodland has more mutually beneficial connection as does the office on Prairie Star 
adjacent to the hospital.  Additionally a medium density residential use can work more 
with the existing conditions of the site (extensive stream corridor and topo) per goal 3.1 
in housing and neighborhoods.   

Page 10



K-10 -C LLC 99TH Street and Clare Road Parcel

This parcel (reflected by green dot in the map below inserted by Staff) is shown as high
density residential and Andy would like to keep it shown with high density land use to
allow flexibility.  We had shown this use on the plan we provided in 2020.  While I
understand that there may be area residents that want the parcel to remain BP, this site
has significant topography that would require significant grading to make it suitable for
a business park use.  With the curved alignment of 99th Street to go south of the stream
buffer along the most of the north boundary, the combination of the buffer width and
99th Street right of way would place buildings approximately 430 feet from the single
family home on the end of the Canyon Creek cul de sac.   The type of building that is
typically constructed in multifamily can work with the grade by stepping down or
terracing down the slopes.  As we stated several years ago, the multifamily will provide
a transition from the logistics business park buildings to the single family.  Since the
current owners purchased the property there has been considerable ground where
restrictions have been implemented that were not there at the time of the
purchase.  The stream corridors, major arterial and collector planned (none of which
existed at the time the property was purchased) have significantly reduced the size of
the developable area of the parcel so a higher density use is needed to offset the loss
and the cost of infrastructure that has been proposed for the area.  In regards to density
between the two multifamily land uses, the concern is the cap of the medium density at
8 du/ac.  We do see this as potentially an RP-3 site (townhome, small apartment
community or senior residential), but the current land use categories do not directly
align with zoning (3 multifamily in the comprehensive plan and 4 in the zoning).   The
Planning Commission nor the Council is likely to approve an RP-4 zoning on this
parcel.  The concern is that the medium density might not allow a townhome, small
apartment community or senior type residential use.
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9. Email from Greg Sieve, resident of Canyon Creek Highlands:

Scott,
I wanted to get back with you regarding our conversation at the Community Forum about
the Proposed Comprehensive Plan for Lenexa.

Our conversation focused around the map on display and the proposed high density
residential zoning area that would border the neighborhood of Canyon Creek Highlands.
Specifically the area between Clare Road and the future extension of Gleason Road, south of
the future 99th Street extension. A change in zoning to allow high density apartments, up to
4 stories tall bordering an established and upscale neighborhood, is a complete departure
from the City’s policies and practices in the past. As a point of example we looked at the
map and verified that high density zoning built in the last 20 years was located next to
Interstates (I-435) and State Highways (7&10) with the exception of City Center which has
no residential development in the near vicinity.

We also discussed the topography of the proposed hillside. The elevation of the backyards in
Canyon Creek bordering the apartment development is at 990 feet. The hillside rises to 1030
feet where the construction would take place. A complex of multiple 4 story apartment
buildings would tower over Canyon Creek Highlands and become the focal point of
hundreds of windows facing that direction. (See attached photos for a perspective from
Canyon Creek and from the hillside toward Canyon Creek.) We further spoke of the
topography of the hillside that has a down slope as it moves south toward Highway 10
ending with a low elevation of 980 feet. If the zoning were moved to border Highway 10, as
is Lenexa’s practice and policy, it would no longer tower over the area because of distance
and elevation changes.

I understand and support development on the west side of Lenexa but breaking from
tradition and allowing high density residential (4 story apartments) to border an established
upscale suburban residential neighborhood is not something that other local communities in
Olathe, Shawnee, and Overland Park are doing. It is a bad precedent for Lenexa and should
not be approved.

Thanks for your consideration,

Greg Sieve
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10. Email from Ken and Belinda Van Hercke, residents of Canyon Creek Highlands:

Gentleman,
I would like to express my concern about the Proposed Comprehensive Plan for Lenexa.

Specifically, the proposed high density residential zoning area that would border the
neighborhood of Canyon Creek Highlands between Clare Road and the future extension of
Gleason Road south of the future 99th Street extension. A change in zoning to allow high
density apartments, up to 4 stories tall bordering an established and upscale neighborhood,
is a complete departure from the City’s policies and practices in the past. As a point of
example we looked at the map and verified that high density zoning built in the last 20 years
was located next to Interstates (I-435) and State Highways (7&10) with the exception of City
Center which has no residential development in the near vicinity.

The elevation of the backyards in Canyon Creek bordering the apartment development is at
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990 feet. The hillside rises to 1030 feet where the construction would take place. A complex 
of multiple 4 story apartment buildings would tower over Canyon Creek Highlands and 
become the focal point of hundreds of windows facing that direction. (See attached photos 
for a perspective from Canyon Creek and from the hillside toward Canyon Creek.) The 
topography of the hillside that has a down slope as it moves south toward Highway 10 
ending with a low elevation of 980 feet. If the zoning were moved to border Highway 10, as 
is Lenexa’s practice and policy, it would no longer tower over the area because of distance 
and elevation changes. 
I understand and support development on the west side of Lenexa, but breaking from 
tradition and allowing high density residential (4 story apartments) to border an established 
upscale suburban residential neighborhood is not something that other local communities in 
Olathe, Shawnee, and Overland Park are doing. It is a bad precedent for Lenexa and should 
not be approved. 

I would like to invite you all to my home to help you visualize what an apartment would like 
in my backyard. I'm sure you would not want this in your backyard and would encourage 
you to move the apartment south, closer to Highway 10.  
Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Ken and Belinda Van Hercke 
9813 Saddletop St. 
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11. Email from Jared Percy, resident of Canyon Creek Highlands:

Good Afternoon Team,

My name is Jared Percy, a homeowner in the Canyon Creek Highlands neighborhood since
2018.  I am writing to communicate my concerns with Scenario's 2 and 3 under
consideration in the Comprehensive Plan Update, and in particular, the proposed
development uses for the area between Clare Rd. and K-7.

I am reluctant to speak for others but suspect it is not a stretch to suggest that the
significant majority of individuals owning high value single family homes in the area are not
enthusiastic about the prospect of large apartment complexes or mixed use warehouses
being built adjacent to the neighborhood.  Speaking for myself, I am not opposed to
development, but am strongly opposed to the construction of high-density residential and
business park facilities in this area.

Let me start by stating that I am in general agreement with the Goals and Policies outlined in
the plan.  Unfortunately they lack clear criteria with which they can be measured and leave
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room for qualitative (if not arbitrary and certainly objectionable) statements like "the most 
positive future."  Clearly this leaves out meaningful parameters like statistical significance of 
the test and its results, success criteria for any given Test Factor, Test Factor weighting, and 
quantitative rationale supporting both pros and cons of a given plan.  Reading the Plan 
Update, my only conclusion is that the plan's creators have reduced their success criteria 
very simply to "more is better."  (Unless that is park acres per person, I suppose.)  Without 
criteria or grounding, how can anyone discern that 16.7 million square feet of commercial is 
better than 15.5 million square feet?  From the map, 20% of Lenexa appears to be business 
park.  More is "the most positive future"?  The "Job Creation" high ranges and low ranges 
overlap between Scenario 1 and Scenarios 2 and 3 respectively.  Seems to be something 
deeper in the numbers worth unpacking there.  And again, at risk of going out on a limb 
here, I would suspect "Government Employee Growth" is a questionable Test Factor for 
more than just myself. 

But perhaps most pertinent to this communication, the qualitative presentation of results 
significantly neglects the negative impact on nearby communities.  As strange and intuition-
defying a decision as it is to plunk an apartment complex or business park directly adjacent 
to high value neighborhoods, it would appear that the negative impacts are indeed worth 
visiting.  And at risk of sounding flippant (I assure you that is not my intent and do apologize 
if still I come across that way), I will in-kind leverage qualitative statements here, though all 
of the below (and likely more that I have failed to consider at this time) could be 
benchmarked and are certainly measurable. 

• "Context sensitive infill" and "best practice considerations" will not block light or
noise, if they are indeed followed at all.

• The topography does not lend itself to land buffers that will mitigate visual impact.
• The proposed usage does nothing to improve walkability or amenities to existing

communities.
Not only do the Test Parameters fail to convince of "the most positive future" and neglect 
the negative impacts, I believe the proposed use between Clare and K-7 in Scenarios 2 and 3 
is inconsistent with and/or in violation of the vision, goals, and policies laid out in the plan.   

• The vision specifies "vibrant neighborhoods", "healthy people", and "inviting
places".  The three of these appear to be traded for a "thriving economy", for which
the Test Parameters fail to demonstrate. p.11 and p22

• The proposed high density residential is not positioned along a "major highway and
roadway corridor," contrary to the "well-established pattern" that "should continue
moving forward." p.45

• Goal 1: "Prioritizes creating complete neighborhoods to maintain and elevate
Lenexa's high quality of life and desirability."  Mixed high value housing, high density
housing, and business park does not achieve any of these things and further isolates
the existing neighborhoods.

• Goal 2, Policy 2.3 "Accommodate infill development and consider moderate density
increases in established neighborhoods where increased density is determined to be
appropriate based on the context of the area."  I would like to know what goes into
the consideration of the context of the area.  Whether the high value
neighborhoods or the surrounding landscape's natural beauty, it appears the
context of the area has not been considered whatsoever in the plan update.
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• Goal 2, Policy 2.5: "Consider higher density multifamily housing in areas that provide 
well planned transitions to lower density housing."  There is no transition in the plan 
update, simply high density housing being proposed immediately adjacent to low 
density housing. 

• Goal 3: Policy 3.1 "Guide future residential growth into development patterns that 
respect the natural environment by clustering density on non-sensitive areas of the 
property."  High density residential and business park use will without question not 
respect the natural environment and land on which the Plan Update proposes this 
use. 

• Goal 4: "Promote vibrant, attractive, and unique commercial areas with high 
economic vitality."  Very subjective goal with detailed policies that do nothing to 
support the land usage in this area as proposed by the Plan Update. 

• There are several others but my soapbox grows thin and the dead horse well beat. 
 
To be clear, I am not a fan of Scenario 1's adopted plan between Clare and K-7 either, and 
think further consideration should be given to the natural beauty, accessibility, and 
proximity to vibrant/active high value neighborhoods before paving over for warehouses 
and apartments.  I do applaud the flexibility to reconsider past decisions in the plan based 
on current situations and future outlook.  I likewise appreciate the opportunity to provide 
input.  There are better uses for this land.  For the land itself, the adjacent community, and 
the city as a whole. 
 
In appreciation of your time and consideration, 
Jared 

 
12. Email exchange between resident Michael Feller and Scott McCullough, Community 

Development Director (Scott’s responses are in red): 
 

Thanks so much for the housing starts info and especially taking the time at last night’s open 
house to visit and the work your staff put into the plan.  Driving home with my neighbor, we 
thought of a few questions/concerns: 

 

1. You confirmed the population growth projection by 2040 around 45-50k which 
would equate to at least 15-20k households.  However, factoring in the current 1000 
undeveloped lots you provided and only 4-5 new neighborhoods in the plan, how 
can we possibly add tens of thousands of new residences unless a large number of 
these will be apartments.  The master plan did not seem to indicate too many more 
apartments so can you help us better understand if this growth is realistic and the 
projected split between apartments and single family? The population projections 
are best reflected in the table on page 22 (digital page 26) of the draft plan. There 
you will see that there actually is a pretty sizeable range of eventual full build out 
population. We reflect it in a range because there is a bottom and top density for 
most residential land use categories and we find that not all developments reach 
the maximum density of the plan. One factor to consider is that the Mixed-Use land 
use category (much of which lies in the Ridgeview Road corridor) allows for multi-
family development and that is included in our population projections. 

Page 19

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcdnsm5-hosted.civiclive.com%2FUserFiles%2FServers%2FServer_4323159%2FFile%2FGovernment%2FDepartments%2FCommDev%2FCompPlan%2FDRAFT-Lenexa-Comprehensive-Plan.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Cpadcock%40lenexa.com%7C0edf999687d64472a9ba08dc501d171f%7C6d6f2c19dcc54005b8982a612c925f76%7C1%7C0%7C638473333105665036%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=cZ7X%2BsVcmPvYBNO2h304ONDPm%2F1paHZmsldMcAfhUtA%3D&reserved=0


2. All City Council members have stated the importance of affordable housing.  Do
you  truly believe many  thousands of  new Lenexa homeowners will be able to
afford $500k+ homes which is what the low end new developments in West Lenexa
are currently charging. Would you consider adjusting current building codes and/or
sustainability objectives that appear currently at odds with affordability?  Perhaps
give the buyers the option of these upgrades instead of mandating them?  Good
question and often debated when affordable housing is pitted against codes. The
regulatory framework (codes), in my readings on the topic, contribute marginally to
the issue of housing costs (affordability). It is mainly driven by other factors: the
supply and demand of the market (currently not enough supply to meet demand),
material and labor costs, price of raw land, interest rates, etc. Building codes exist to
provide certain levels of safety and energy efficiencies. Housing affordability
includes the costs to operate the home over time. An energy efficient home will
benefit the homeowner over the long term by reducing energy costs, so while a
home may be marginally more expensive at initial sale, it will cost less in utilities
while contributing to goals to reduce carbon emissions.

3. Can we suggest a small revision to the land use maps….it would be clearer if you
identify lands that are not developable (ie. due to flood plain/creeks, railroad,
etc.).  Also 4 current golf courses (Canyon Farms, Falcon Ridge, Falcon Valley,
Smileys) currently show as suburban density residential.  Shouldn’t these instead
either be commercial or even public/open space as these lands are overstating the
land mass for residential, although it does appears Smileys current land is identified
as a Business Park in the future? Golf courses are unique in that they have
opportunities to redevelop if they are no longer financially feasible. If one were to
propose redevelopment, such as what we expect Smiley’s to do, then the plan
reflects the expectation for what the land use would be upon redevelopment.

Thanks again for all the great work you do and clarifying the above! Thank you for 
participating in the effort. Together we make a better future for the City! 

13. Email from Dr. Fred Church regarding the Community Facilities Map (Note: Staff responded
to Dr. Church that the medical facilities will be removed from the Community Facilities Map
and the narrative in the plan revised to be more inclusive of the broader spectrum of medical
facilities serving the community):

Scott,

My colleagues and I have noticed the exciting Vision 2040 Comprehensive Plan being
proposed in the public report being posted on the Lenexa.com website.

We are encouraged to see growth-promoting planned changes in the greater Lenexa
community that we are glad to be both a current and expanding healthcare resident.

As we are reading about how both existing and future community content are being
highlighted in the public report for Lenexa/KC consumption, we noticed that while the
imminent Justice Center is highlighted on the map (enclosed pic from page 81 of the PDF
draft report) our neighboring clinics are surprisingly not included as valued community
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resources for Lenexa informational benefit like other Advent health system resources are 
inclusive. 

We would appreciate if both of the two College Park-HCA clinics be included as some of the 
existing Lenexa community facilities in the final/updated Comprehensive Plan report set to 
be further released to the City & greater metro KC’s consumption in the near-term 2024. 

Thank you for this consideration of our inclusion, 

Dr. Fred Church 
College Park Prairie Star-HCA 
17050 W 96th St 
Lenexa, KS 66219 
(913)359-1771
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Joint PC and CC Meeting 
April 23, 2024
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Meeting Agenda
■ Introduction
■ Draft Comprehensive Plan Overview

– Vision and Goals
– Future Land Use
– Housing and Neighborhoods
– Commercial and Employment
– Transportation and Mobility
– Community Facilities and Infrastructure
– Parks, Open Space, and Recreation
– Implementation

■ Open House Feedback and Incorporation Recommendations
■ Next Steps
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What is a Comprehensive Plan?
• A “Roadmap” or “Blueprint” for the next two decades

• The Comprehensive Plan…

• Engages the community

• Identifies community desires, needs, and aspirations

• Assesses the City’s existing issues and strengths

• Guides a broad range of topics (policy)

• Is a dynamic document – can be updated and maintained to reflect trends 
and events

• A guide for creating regulations and decisions on zoning requests – one of the many 
“Golden Criteria” factors
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Why do a Comprehensive Plan?
• Tell Lenexa’s story and share the City’s vision

• Evaluate and inform development proposals

• Foundation for the regulatory framework

• Coordinate local and regional initiatives

• Support the CIP and budgeting

• Identify future studies

• Inform and educate the community
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Project Scope
• Task 1: Project Management

• Task 2: Foundational Community Engagement

• Task 3: Existing Conditions Analysis

• Task 4: Vision, Goals, and Preliminary Policy 
Framework

• Task 5: Land Use Scenarios and Plan Framework

• Task 6: Draft Framework Plans

• Task 7: Draft Comprehensive Plan and Adoption
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Project Objectives 
• Reflect & implement Vision 2040’s values.

• Acknowledge current market trends in classifying
areas of development opportunities.

• Incorporate sustainable goals and practices
throughout the plan.

• Accommodate ever-changing technology in
transportation and building practices.

• Create a regulatory framework that encourages
diverse housing and high quality of life.
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VISION AND GOALS
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Goals, Policies, and Relation to Vision 
2040
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FUTURE LAND USE
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Future Land Use Scenarios
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Future Land Use Classifications
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Future Land Use Classifications
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Future Land Use Classifications
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Neighborhood Nodes
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HOUSING AND 
NEIGHBORHOODS
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Housing and Neighborhoods
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Housing and Neighborhoods
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COMMERCIAL AND 
EMPLOYMENT
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Commercial and Employment
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Commercial and Employment
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TRANSPORTATION AND 
MOBILITY
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Transportation and Mobility
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE
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Community Facilities and Infrastructure
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PARKS, OPEN SPACE, 
AND RECREATION
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Parks, Open Space, and Recreation
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IMPLEMENTATION
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OPEN HOUSE 
FEEDBACK
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Revisions planned based on Feedback 
Received 
■ Revise picture of Old Town in Chapter 5 to include current businesses.

■ Revise telecommunications section in Chapter 7 to account for satellite 
service.

■ Correct minor spelling edits throughout the document, particularly in 
acknowledgements section.

■ Revise the “Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Map” on pg. 67 of the plan to add 
the existing and future multiuse trails.

■ Remove private medical facilities from "Community Facilities Map" and note 
the strong medical industry in the narrative.

■ Revise the classification of a parcel located at the northeast corner of Canyon 
Creek Boulevard and future 100th Street from Public/Open Space to Community 
Commercial to correct an error in classifying this privately owned property.
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Discussion Items
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Discussion Items
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Discussion Items
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QUESTIONS?
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NEXT STEPS
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Next Steps
• Incorporate Feedback

• PC Public Hearing and Adoption on June 3rd

• CC Adoption on June 18th
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THANK YOU!
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DAVID E. WATERS
DIRECT DIAL: 913-327-5189
dwaters@spencerfane.com

April 19, 2024

VIA EMAIL TO SMCCULLOUGH@LENEXA.COM 

Mr. Scott McCullough, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Lenexa, Kansas
17101 West 87th St. Parkway
Lenexa, Kansas  66219

Re: Lenexa Comprehensive Plan Updates

Dear Mr. McCullough:

Our firm represents Mr. Andrew M. Cope and certain businesses of his, including K10-A, LLC, in 
regard to certain property he owns located near 102nd Terrace and Monticello Road in the City of Lenexa, 
as shown below (which we will refer to in this letter as the “Property”):

We understand that the Lenexa City Council and Lenexa Planning Commission will hold a joint work 
session on Tuesday, April 23, 2024, to review an updated draft of Lenexa’s new Comprehensive Plan, 
which will directly impact our client’s Property.  Accordingly, the purpose of this letter is to provide the City, 
the City Council, and the Planning Commission with our and Mr. Cope’s thoughts and comments on the 
Comprehensive Plan, and we would respectfully ask that the City consider these prior to making any final 
decisions.

The Property is currently zoned AG (agricultural).  According to the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
(both the current version from 2016, and the draft update for this year), the City plans for the Property to 
be used in the future for “Office/Research & Development”:

Page 79

mailto:SMCCULLOUGH@lenexa.com


April 19, 2024
Page 2

OP 3833741.1

However, and notwithstanding the Comprehensive Plan, the area has not developed for office or research 
purposes, and no interest in office uses has been shown.  We have previously corresponded with you that 
the Property and the area would be more suitable for medium-density residential housing (or other 
residential uses), and that there is interest in development of that kind.  We also understand that Mr. Dan 
Foster, with the Schlagel firm shared the following thoughts with your office:

The previous and the new draft comprehensive plans show this parcel as an office 
use.  It has been master planned for office forever and has no one has had any interest 
for an office use.  He does have interest in a residential use.  He would like to see this 
parcel shown as medium density residential.  Parcels north and west are residential 
uses and there is a church to the east.  With the change in the office market since 
2020, office parcels this size (small offices to provide professional services) seek 
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locations near retail centers.  While it adjacent to proposed BP land use, there is no 
mutually advantageous connection or compatibility of for business or resources.  The 
office on the small parcel near the retail on Woodland has more mutually beneficial 
connection as does the office on Prairie Star adjacent to the hospital.  Additionally a 
medium density residential use can work more with the existing conditions of the site 
(extensive stream corridor and topo) per goal 3.1 in housing and neighborhoods.

We agree with Mr. Foster’s analysis, and we believe that the City’s own criteria for review of a rezoning 
application (e.g., from AG to a residential zone) would support revisions to the Comprehensive Plan—now, 
at this time—that reflect the market and actual likelihood for future development.  Below, we offer our initial 
analysis of Sec. 4-1-G-5 of the City’s zoning regulations as they would relate to Mr. Cope’s Property.

The character of the neighborhood.

The character of the neighborhood, on the north side of K-10, is predominantly agricultural and 
residential, with also a large recreational area, and some “governmental/public” areas which are a bit of a 
misnomer because they reflect churches and schools.  The below is marked up from AIMS with the “Land 
Use” tag turned on.

Particularly north of K-10, the character of the neighborhood is, indeed, predominantly residential, and even 
the non-residential uses are ones that are compatible with—and indeed allowed in—residentially-zoned 
areas (churches and schools).  We do not believe that an “island” of office use, in the middle of the 
surrounding uses, would be compatible with the character of the neighborhood.

The zoning and use of properties nearby.

The subject property is currently zoned AG.  There is AG zoning to the east and west (with a few 
homes to the direct west), and northwest; R1 zoning is to the north; a little bit of CPO to the east (but used 
as a church—the Latter-Day Saints), with more R1 to the east of that.  To the south is more AG and also 
some more R1, with some BP (business park) to the southwest.  There is also an elementary school to the 
south, and a school to the north.  Of course, immediately to the south is K-10.

In our previous correspondence, you had stated that the “adjacent proposed uses” south of new 
101st Street would be “planned” office/industrial.  It is unclear at this time whether there are actually any 
“planned” or proposed uses beyond what the City has suggested in the Comprehensive Plan.  Obviously, 
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Mr. Cope’s Property makes up the majority of the area that would be south of 101st St. and between Lone 
Elm and Monticello (north of K-10), so if Mr. Cope does not have a “planned” or proposed office/industrial 
use (and he does not), we would query what actual “planned” uses there really are outside of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan.

Furthermore, by our count, there are at least six homes to the west of the Property and one to the 
east.  We believe it is incredibly unlikely that, in the near future, all of these residents would sell off their 
individual parcels to create a parcel that would be practically developable for office or research purposes.  
Furthermore, the only existing “office” use nearby is actually a church (which fits into a residential category 
just as well or better as into an office category).

The suitability of the subject property for the uses to which it has been restricted.

This factor would speak to whether the Property is suitably zoned for agriculture.  Both we, Mr. 
Cope, and the City would seem to agree that that the Property is not ultimately suitable for agricultural 
zoning, so this factor should weigh in favor that a rezoning is appropriate.  The most likely rezoning options 
are what should actually be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan.

The extent to which the proposed use will detrimentally affect nearby property.

Medium-density residential zoning could not reasonably be seen as detrimentally affecting nearby 
property (in fact, it would be a less intense use than office/research park) and would provide an appropriate 
transition from the single-family zoning north down to K-10 and adjacent to church property and a 
recreational area.  The construction of 101st Street would also offer protection from adjacent single-family 
uses to the north.

We do not believe that the City could reasonably maintain a position that a change to medium-
density residential zoning would detrimentally affect the City’s own vision for nearby properties (which, 
again, are not actually being used for how the City sees it, at least as reflected in the current draft 
Comprehensive Plan).  Such a position would essentially freeze Mr. Cope’s use of his Property until such 
time as the City could convince all other single-family homeowners nearby to sell their properties for office 
uses.  Given that Mr. Cope’s parcel is the largest undeveloped parcel in that section, we believe it would 
be unreasonable for the City to lock him into a plan while it waits for smaller minority owners to sell.  This 
is especially true where there simply has not been any viable market in this area for office/research uses.

The length of time the subject property has remained vacant as zoned.

The Property has never been developed.  This factor speaks again to that the Property should be 
rezoned.  Furthermore, it has never been developed for the City’s planned office/research purposes and, 
as Mr. Foster pointed out, it has been master-planned for office for a significant amount of time and has 
seen no interest for an office use.  In fact, Mr. Cope has owned the property since February 1998.  During 
that time, there has been repeated interest in the property for medium- and even high-density residential 
uses, but the City has never embraced those proposals.  Twenty-six years later, the situation remains the 
same.

The relative gain to public health, safety and welfare due to the denial of the application as 
compared to the hardship imposed upon the landowner, if any, as a result of denial of the 
application.

We believe this factor exposes the crux of the issue.  Again, what the City appears to be asking for 
is that Mr. Cope “wait and see” how other properties develop into office/research first, which makes little to 
no sense given that his Property is the only one truly undeveloped—placing the burden on him to do nothing 
but wait and see whether other existing residential home sites can develop into office/research first.  That 
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is unrealistic, to freeze development in this way.  If any of this area would be developed for office/research 
first, it would be this one—our client’s Property—not the others, on which homes exist (and the one “office” 
use that is nearby is actually a church).  This area has been shown as office/research on the 
Comprehensive Plan for a number of years and it simply has not developed that way.  Asking that Mr. Cope 
wait for something to maybe happen is an undue hardship.

Recommendations of City's permanent professional staff.

We certainly understand that, at this time, you have stated that you would recommend against a 
rezoning for medium-density residential uses.  We appreciate your consideration of this letter, and hope 
that the City will reconsider its current position.

Conformance of the requested change to the adopted or recognized Master Plan being utilized by 
the City.

We believe that now would be the appropriate time to revise the Comprehensive Plan in order to 
make it consistent with actual nearby land uses and the uses that are most likely to be proposed for the 
area in the future.

The availability and adequacy of required utilities and services to serve the proposed use. These 
utilities and services include, but are not limited to, sanitary and storm sewers, water and electrical 
service, police and fire protection, schools, parks and recreation facilities, etc.

There is certainly no information to suggest that a medium-density residential use would put 
pressure on available infrastructure.  If anything, the use would be less intense than office/research, which 
would require significant surface parking (impacting drainage); furthermore, a medium-density residential 
use would be more consistent with the nearby schools and green space.

The extent to which the proposed use would adversely affect the capacity or safety of that portion 
of the street network influenced by the use, or present parking problems in the vicinity of the 
property.

A residential use that would be less-intense than office zoning would not adversely affect capacity 
of the street network and would actually provide less of an impact on traffic and parking.  As pointed out by 
Mr. Foster, there are no mutually-advantageous connections for office/research businesses in the area 
(such as restaurants for employees).

The environmental impacts the proposed use will generate including, but not limited to, excessive 
storm water runoff, erosion and sedimentation, water pollution, air pollution, noise pollution, 
excessive nighttime lighting or other environmental harm.

There is zero indication that the proposed use (medium-density residential) would cause 
environmental impacts, etc., especially when compared to office/research purposes.  Additionally, as stated 
by Mr. Foster, a medium-density residential use would work better given existing site conditions, such as 
the existing stream corridor and the general topography of the site.

The extent to which the proposed development would adversely affect the capacity or water quality 
of the stormwater system, including without limitation, natural stream assets in the vicinity of the 
subject property.

Similarly, there is zero indication that a medium-density residential use would adversely affect these 
issues, especially when compared to office/research uses.
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The ability of the applicant to satisfy any requirements (e.g., site plan, etc.) applicable to the specific 
use imposed pursuant to the zoning regulations in this Chapter and other applicable ordinances.

There could be no showing of any inability to satisfy these requirements at this time.

Accordingly, we believe that, if the City were to analyze an application for medium-density rezoning, 
it would need to find that its factors for consideration weigh in favor of recommending such an application 
for approval.

We ask that you share this letter with the City Council and the Planning Commission in advance of 
next week’s joint meeting.  As you know, I myself have been involved in comprehensive planning in several 
capacities, including as city attorney for several cities, and personally as a member of the Westwood 
Planning Commission for eight years, the Westwood City Council for four years, and now as the Mayor of 
Westwood, currently in my second four-year term.  I would welcome the opportunity to speak further with 
the City on my own experiences in this area, even outside of legal considerations.

Thank you for your and the City’s kind consideration of our and Mr. Cope’s request on revisions to 
Lenexa’s updated Comprehensive Plan, and please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions 
or if we can be of further assistance.

Best regards,

David E. Waters

DEW/dew

cc: The Honorable Julie Sayers, Mayor (via email to jsayers@lenexa.com)
Beccy Yocham, City Manager (via email to byocham@lenexa.com) 
Councilmember Bill Nicks, Ward 2 (via email to bnicks@lenexa.com) 
Councilmember Mark Charlton, Ward 2 (via email to mcharlton@lenexa.com)
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From: Scott McCullough  
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2024 3:38 PM 
To: Waters, David E. <dwaters@spencerfane.com> 
Cc: Beccy Yocham <byocham@lenexa.com> 
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Issue 

Hi David, 
We’ve studied that ques�on a bit these last couple of years and do not support residen�al uses at this 
property. This is due to several reasons: 

• During the comp plan process, we reviewed this property in the context of the larger area as
framed by the street and highway network. The Office Research use in the plan aligns with the
adjacent proposed uses (see map below), all of which are south of what will be a new arterial
street when 101st is extended (see second map below). 101st Street creates a boundary to
separate the planned office/industrial uses from the residen�al uses. The overriding
characteris�cs, in Staff’s view, are the local and regional transporta�on systems that abut the
proper�es classified for nonresiden�al uses in the area shown the map below.

• Office and Business Park uses are of value to the community in terms of job growth, tax base,
and buffering along the highway. This area suits such uses whereas residen�al uses are less
suited to the specific characteris�cs of this area and be accommodated in other areas of the city
as planned for in the revised comp plan.

• The City is planning for the Lone Elm interchange to be constructed in the future and these
nonresiden�al uses will be the highest and best uses for the area to take advantage of the
arterial city street and the highway interchange.

• We strive for a diverse mix of uses to address the many needs of the city (homes, jobs,
shopping, recrea�on, etc.) and we have classified the other loca�ons as appropriate for
residen�al uses. If we convert proper�es classified for nonresiden�al uses to residen�al uses
because that is what’s hot in the current market, then we will not have achieved the diverse
patern of land uses desired.

That’s a brief list of Staff’s thoughts on the ques�on. You may certainly provide input on the comp plan – 
it s�ll must undergo it’s formal public hearing before the PC and then to the CC for adop�on a�er a 
public open house scheduled for March 27th from 5-7 pm at City Hall. Let me know of ques�ons. 
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Scott McCullough, AICP 
Community Development Director 
City of Lenexa 
Phone: 913.477.7532 | Fax: 913.477.7730 
smccullough@lenexa.com | www.lenexa.com 

The City of Lenexa: Leaders in the delivery of exceptional public service. 

From: Waters, David E. <dwaters@spencerfane.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2024 2:44 PM 
To: Scott McCullough <smccullough@lenexa.com> 
Cc: Beccy Yocham <byocham@lenexa.com> 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Issue 

Page 86

mailto:smccullough@lenexa.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.lenexa.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmbounous%40lenexa.com%7C241a4e1ed58e4bd289db08dc609703fd%7C6d6f2c19dcc54005b8982a612c925f76%7C1%7C0%7C638491448935549176%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FWVUGoZ3REuMvGGHlWlZ1MCB7pTaMOJXz%2BEY3iBvqpQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:dwaters@spencerfane.com
mailto:smccullough@lenexa.com
mailto:byocham@lenexa.com


CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Scott, 

Good afternoon.  Hoping I can pick your brain for a second, get some first impressions 
from you and the City on a comprehensive plan and zoning issue. 

I represent Andy Cope who, as you know, owns various parcels of land in Lenexa.  The 
one at issue now is Parcel No. IF231303-4008.  From what I see, the property is 
currently zoned AG.  There is AG zoning to the east and west (with a few homes to the 
direct west), and northwest; R! to the north; a little bit of CPO to the east (but used as a 
church—the Latter-Day Saints), with more R1 to the east of that.  To the south is more 
AG and also some more R1, with some BP to the southwest.  We also have an 
elementary school to the south, and a school to the north.  Of course, immediately to 
the south is K-10. 

As I understand it, the current comprehensive plan designates this area as 
Office/Research Development.  The area does not seem to be developing that way, 
especially with all of the residential zoning, two schools, and a church being the only 
CPO-zoned area (a use compatible with residential zoning).  It appears to me that the 
new draft comprehensive plan is keeping the office/research designation. 

My client may have the opportunity to develop the property for residential uses that align 
with the area, and is looking at R2 (maybe R3).  The question really is, how do you think 
the City might look upon that designation, whether in the comp plan, or if a rezoning 
proposal was brought?  I certainly understand you can’t speak for the Council or the PC, 
but my client has asked that I reach out to you for some initial feelings, at least, from 
your perspective.  Maybe not too late to give input on the comp plan too. 

Thank you for your help; have a nice weekend, Scott (and Beccy). 

David E. Waters  Partner 
Spencer Fane LLP 
Office Managing Partner, Overland Park, Kansas 

6201 College Boulevard, Suite 500 | Overland Park, KS 66211 
O 913.327.5189 
dwaters@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com 
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MINUTES OF THE 
MARCH 26, 2024 

LENEXA COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 
COMMUNITY FORUM, 17101 W 87th STREET PARKWAY 

LENEXA, KS 66219 

CALL TO ORDER 

Mayor Sayers called the meeting to order at 7 PM. 

ROLL CALL 

Councilmembers Karlin, Eiterich, Charlton, Nicks, Williamson, Denny, and Herron were 
present with Mayor Sayers presiding. Councilmember Arroyo was absent. 

Staff present included Beccy Yocham, City Manager; Todd Pelham, Deputy City 
Manager; Mike Nolan, Assistant City Manager; Scott McCullough, Community 
Development Director; Sean McLaughlin, City Attorney; Jennifer Martin, City Clerk; and 
other City staff. 

APPROVE MINUTES 

Councilmember Nicks made a motion to approve the February 27, 2024 Committee of 
the Whole meeting draft minutes and Councilmember Eiterich seconded the 
motion. Motion passed unanimously. 

DISCUSSION 

1. Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
Logan Wagler, Parks and Recreation Director, thanked everyone involved in the
development of this plan including Landworks Studio; the City's executive team and
department heads; Mandy Danler, Assistant Parks and Recreation Director; and the
Steering Committee: Chris Poss, Dale Trott, Jeff Mark, Denise Rendina, Stephanie
Kisler, and Councilmember Karlin. He said they would present the draft of the plan for
discussion and feedback.

Mr. Wagler said that the Steering Committee, Planning Commission, Parks and
Recreation Advisory Board, and Arts Council have reviewed the plan and recommend
approval.

Mr. Wagler presented the project background, as well as the 2012 Master Plan’s
goals, saying the expectation is to execute and implement 60-75% of the plan. He
added that in the 2012 plan, pickleball was not included as it did not yet exist, and
things in parks and recreation change quickly.

Brian Sturm, Landworks Studio, said it has been a privilege to work with the staff and
community on this plan. This is a high-level view of the plan providing an opportunity
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for discussion and feedback. 
 
Mr. Sturm talked about what makes Lenexa what it is today, its demographics, 
investments, and parks. He talked about the analytics of the plan and how 
quantitative, anecdotal, qualitative data was used to develop the priority needs. 
 
Mr. Sturm went through the top 10 priority needs: 

• walking and biking trails 
• parks and preservation 
• dog park (off-leash) 
• outdoor rec and nature programming 
• splash pads/spraygrounds 
• pickleball courts 
• farmer's market 
• adult fitness, wellness, and enrichment 
• Arts, history, and culture programming 
• maintain service levels 

 
Mr. Sturm reviewed the six components of the guiding vision and their 
recommendations for each: 
 
1) Trails and Connectivity - Recommend extending trail corridors across the city; 
improving trail signage, wayfinding, and mapping; identify and fill the gaps in the 
current system; expanding nature (soft surface) trails where appropriate; upgrading 
trails in need to current standards; and maintaining partnerships with adjacent 
agencies 
 
2) Parks for All - Recommend maintaining parks and trail network; master planning 
and developing Centennial Park; master planning the West 60 (60-acre undeveloped 
park similar to Black Hoof Park); pursuing opportunities to develop more parks using 
the 10-minute walk goal; continued investment. 
 
Councilmember Nicks asked about the sizes of the parks and how to finance. Mr. 
Sturm said they are mostly neighborhood parks in western Lenexa that will meet that 
need. 
 
3) Park System Enhancements - Recommend developing an off-leash dog park in an 
accessible location; developing additional pickleball courts; constructing an all-wheel 
pump track and single-track course; constructing a playground within City Center; 
developing a fitness park for accessible outdoor exercise; developing a splash 
pad/sprayground 
 
Councilmember Nicks said they key would be to focus on suitable locations for dog 
parks and Mr. Sturm said Lenexa has larger parks that could accommodate this. 
Councilmember Nicks asked if the all-wheel tracks would be regional or community 
based and Mrs. Sturm said that is more of a community amenity. 
Councilmember Williamson asked what happens when pickleball phases out and Mr. 
Sturm said that building the courts well could allow them to be repurposed in the 
future. 
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4) Programs for All - Recommend maximizing programming at LOTAC; increasing 
50+ and active adults programs; expanding outdoor adventure opportunities and 
nature programming (hiking, backpacking, paddle sports); expanding youth 
introductory sports to meet demand 
 
5) Arts and Culture (new since last master plan) - Recommend identifying options to 
add programming to Legler Barn Museum & Depot; expanding and embracing 
Lenexa's history through interpretive signage and outreach; seeking opportunities to 
expand arts and culture programming; incorporating public art into appropriate capital 
projects 
 
6) Organizational Excellence - Recommend constructing a centrally located Parks 
Operation Service Center for maintenance operations; updating Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan every 5 years; seeking agency accreditation through the Commission for 
Accreditation of Parks and Recreation Agencies; maintaining current market position 
in staffing; continuing to leverage volunteers to enhance and help with programs and 
events; maintaining cross-training and internship programs; continuing to expand 
partnerships and fundraising focusing on leveraging the Lenexa Foundation 
 
Mr. Sturm said there are three priority tiers in the Strategic Action Plan. Tier 1 
initiatives and probable costs total $21.1 million; Tier 2 initiatives and probable costs 
total $21.75 million; and Tier 3 totals $13.5 million. 
 
Councilmember Eiterich asked about cricket pitch and Mr. Sturm said there are a few 
in the metro area, but they did not hear about that in the engagement process. 
Councilmember Eiterich asked if there were plans for any type of gardening 
programming and Mr. Sturm said there is some interest in that. Councilmember 
Eiterich said that public art is mentioned in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
projects and asked if that can also be budgeted from the CIP. Mr. Wagler said that is 
not a current practice or an intention of that initiative because there are generous 
funds available for public art. He said that could be discussed if a large project with an 
art piece was desired. 
 
Councilmember Karlin said it was fun and interesting being on the Steering 
Committee. He gave kudos to the team and all staff involved. He added that for the 
staffing initiative, Lenexa already does this well and he knows it will continue. 
 
Councilmember Nicks said the report is well done and a team effort to be proud of. He 
is happy to know that what other agencies are doing was considered and said Lenexa 
should be aggressive in filling the 10-minute walk to park gaps. He is supportive of 
accreditation and getting that national recognition. He said the report shows the 
community loves the parks and supports it. He recommended that the Governing 
Body pay attention to page 258 of the report. 
 
Councilmember Denny said he served on the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
for many years and has seen many things come out of the last Master Plan. He said 
he is looking forward to see what comes out of this one. He asked where soccer fits in 
and Mr. Sturm said there are existing soccer fields that serve recreation leagues, but 
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they did not hear about the desire for competitive level soccer fields in the 
engagement. Mr. Wagler said there was a time where allotting soccer fields was an 
issue, but the development of the larger complexes in the region are meeting that 
need and demand, and the demand for open-space fields is low now. Councilmember 
Denny said that is good and Lenexa can focus on other amenities; this is an excellent 
plan. 
 
Mark Charlton asked if Lenexa competes with the County for youth sports and 
developmental programs and Mr. Logan said yes to an extent, so they are looking to 
fill the gaps and focusing on the learn-to-play development and a niche where there is 
not as much competition. Councilmember Charlton said he supports doing a Master 
Plan every five years. 
 
Mayor Sayers reiterated the support of the accreditation. She said did not see enough 
about sustainability and would like to see it added as a seventh initiative with 
materials and a commitment to sustainable practices and resources. She agreed with 
the rest of the comments and was in support of the plan. 
 
Councilmember Charlton talked about nature trails and said that there is a lot of city-
owned property that could be used for hiking/biking trails. 
 
Mr. Wagler said he appreciated the feedback and will look into adding more specifics 
about sustainability in the plan. 

  
 

  
ADJOURN 

  
  The meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM. 
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