
 
 

Agenda 
 

 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE OCTOBER 14, 2025 
GOVERNING BODY 7:00 PM 
CITY OF LENEXA, KANSAS COMMUNITY FORUM 
17101 W. 87TH STREET PARKWAY    

 
CALL TO ORDER   
    
ROLL CALL   
    

APPROVE MINUTES  September 9, 2025 Committee of the Whole meeting draft 
minutes (located in the Appendix) 

    
DISCUSSION   
    

   1. Fire Station 6 and IT Headquarters Master Plan 
  

 

   2. Annual Review of the Lenexa Comprehensive Plan 
  

 

ADJOURN   

APPENDIX   
    

   3. September 9, 2025 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. 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 

ITEM 1  
    
SUBJECT: Fire Station 6 and IT Headquarters Master Plan 
    
CONTACT: Todd Pelham, Deputy City Manager 
    
DATE: October 14, 2025 
     
  
PROJECT BACKGROUND/DESCRIPTION: 
With the adoption of the 2025-2029 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), a Master Plan study was 
commissioned to develop recommendations regarding constructing a fire station at the old City Hall site. 
Currently, the Fire Department provides fire service from the old City Hall site and utilizes temporary space 
and facilities to house firefighters and a fire apparatus. 
 
Finkle+Williams, a local architectural and planning firm, was engaged to evaluate the site and reuse of 
existing buildings and develop scenarios for how this site could be best utilized for Fire, IT, and future City 
use. Subsequently, Newkirk Novak was selected to provide pre-construction estimating services for the 
Master Plan scenarios. 
 
The presentation will provide information on how best to site the future Fire Station 6 and programming 
needs for the Fire Administration Division and IT Department. It will also provide additional analysis of the 
current building systems and estimated pricing for staff recommendations. 
  
VISION / GUIDING PRINCIPLES ALIGNMENT: 
 

Vision 2040 Guiding Principles 
Healthy People Superior Quality Services 

 Strategic Community Investment 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Presentation 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 

ITEM 2  
    
SUBJECT: Annual Review of the Lenexa Comprehensive Plan 
    
CONTACT: Scott McCullough, Community Development Director 

Stephanie Sullivan, Planning Manager 
    
DATE: October 14, 2025 
     
  
PROJECT BACKGROUND/DESCRIPTION: 
The Comprehensive Plan serves as the City’s official roadmap for the future, guiding decisions and 
policies that shape Lenexa’s growth and development. It outlines actions to help achieve the City’s long-
term vision and goals. Because community conditions evolve over time, it is important for Lenexa to 
periodically review and update the plan as needed. 
 
Kansas Statute 12-747(d) requires that: 
 

“At least once each year, the Planning Commission shall review or reconsider the plan or any part 
thereof and may propose amendments, extensions, or additions to the same. The procedure for the 
adoption of any such amendment, extension, or addition to any plan or part thereof shall be the same 
as that required for the adoption of the original plan or part thereof.” 

 
This report provides a summary of development activity over the past year and evaluates how zoning and 
development decisions have supported the goals and policies of Lenexa’s Comprehensive Plan, last 
updated in July 2024. It also presents staff’s recommended amendments to the plan, including minor 
graphical corrections and targeted updates to the Future Land Use Map in key focus areas throughout the 
City. 
 
The report was presented to the Planning Commission on October 6, 2025. Following review and 
discussion, the Commission accepted the annual report and voted to initiate the amendment process. The 
proposed amendments are scheduled for Planning Commission consideration on November 3, 2025, and 
Governing Body consideration on November 18, 2025. 
  
VISION / GUIDING PRINCIPLES ALIGNMENT: 
 

Vision 2040 Guiding Principles 
Healthy People Strategic Community Investment 
Inviting Places Extraordinary Community Pride 

Vibrant Neighborhoods Inclusive Community Building 
Integrated Infrastructure & Transportation Sustainable Policies and Practices 

Thriving Economy  
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ATTACHMENTS 
1. PC Staff Report 
2. Link to Comprehensive Plan Online 
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 
October 6, 2025 

 

1 of 16 

 

 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 
 

Staff Planners: 
Stephanie Sullivan, AICP 

Jessica Lemanski 

Location: City-wide 

Project Type: Comprehensive Plan Review 
 

 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

The Comprehensive Plan represents the City’s official roadmap for the future, which is intended to guide Lenexa 
for the coming years. The Comprehensive Plan is a policy guide that outlines actions to work towards achieving 
the City’s vision. Because conditions change over time, it is necessary for Lenexa to revisit the Comprehensive 
Plan periodically and update it as needed. Kansas statute 12-747(d) requires that – “At least once each year, 
the planning commission shall review or reconsider the plan or any part thereof and may propose amendments, 
extensions or additions to the same. The procedure for the adoption of any such amendment, extension or 
addition to any plan or part thereof shall be the same as that required for the adoption of the original plan or part 
thereof.” 
 
This report provides a summary of the past year’s development and reflects how the zoning and development 
decisions have served to achieve the goals, policies, and recommendations of Lenexa’s Comprehensive Plan, 
which was last updated in July 2024. Staff provides recommended amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
within this report and seeks action from the Planning Commission to initiate the amendment process. A public 
hearing for initiation of the amendments will be held at the October 6, 2025 Planning Commission meeting and 
a public hearing for the actual Comprehensive Plan amendments is scheduled for the November 3, 2025 
Planning Commission meeting. 
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
ACCEPT  THE ANNUA L REVIEW OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLA N & 

I N IT IATE THE COM PREHENSIVE PLAN AM ENDM ENT  PROCESS  
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A N N U A L  C O M P R E H E N S I V E  P L A N  R E V I E W  
Planning Commission Staff Report 

October 6, 2025 
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BACKGROUND 

Lenexa's Comprehensive Plan is the official policy guide for future growth and development in the city. It includes 
overall principles and values for development, considering the many pieces of our built environment, streets, 
sidewalks, parks, trails, streams, watersheds, land use, development patterns, economic and demographic 
trends. It provides policy direction related to land use changes, planning for capital improvements and directing 
future growth. It is designed to preserve and enhance public health, safety and welfare through managing growth, 
providing adequate public services and protecting natural resources.  
 
The City of Lenexa completed a major update to its Comprehensive Plan in July 2024. The updated plan was 
adopted by the Planning Commission on June 3, 2024, and by the Governing Body on July 2, 2024. Kansas 
statute requires that the Planning Commission review the Comprehensive Plan annually. 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF GOALS OF THE 2 02 4  COMPREHENSI VE PLA N 
 
Housing & Neighborhoods 

• Prioritize creating complete neighborhoods to maintain and elevate Lenexa’s high quality of life and 
desirability. 

• Support a diverse range of housing to support residents of all backgrounds and stages of life. 
• Promote the development of sustainable and resilient neighborhoods. 

 
Commercial & Employment 

• Promote vibrant, attractive, and unique commercial areas with high economic vitality. 
• Foster a strong local economy that offers a wide range of employment opportunities. 
• Maintain and enhance high-quality, healthy working environments in all commercial and employment 

areas of the City. 
 
Transportation & Mobility 

• Provide a safe, convenient multimodal network for all ages and abilities. 
• Improve safety and access for all users of the transportation system. 
• Ensure Lenexa’s transportation system is sustainable and poised for the future. 
• Plan for and prioritize infrastructure improvements to the City’s internal and shared transportation 

systems. 
 
Community Facilities & Infrastructure 

• Continue to provide high quality community services as the City grows. 
• Be a steward of the environment and emerge as a leader in municipal sustainability. 

 
Parks, Open Space & Recreation 

• Enhance, protect, and increase parks, open spaces, recreational opportunities and natural assets. 
• Maintain, expand, and improve the trail system to keep the community connected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 54



 

 

A N N U A L  C O M P R E H E N S I V E  P L A N  R E V I E W  
Planning Commission Staff Report 

October 6, 2025 
 
 

   3 of 16 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 

Reporting Period: July 2024 – September 2025. 
 
Since the adoption of Lenexa’s Comprehensive Plan in 2024, the City has taken meaningful steps to put the 
plan’s vision into action. Over the past year, development approvals, capital improvement investments, and 
policy initiatives have demonstrated strong alignment with the plan’s goals. Projects have contributed to housing 
diversity, enhanced multimodal connectivity, supported sustainable site design, and advanced the continued 
buildout of Lenexa. These efforts reflect the City’s commitment to ensuring that day-to-day decisions reinforce 
the long-term vision outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PROG RESS:  INFRAST RUCTURE 

• Infrastructure improvements via the Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP). The CIP is a five-year plan that guides the 
planning, funding, and scheduling of major capital projects. 
These projects typically include street and bridge construction 
and maintenance, park and recreation improvements, and 
public safety initiatives. The CIP focuses on non-recurring 
projects that cost at least $300,000 and have a minimum useful 
life of five years. Notable CIP projects completed and/or 
underway to advance the goals of the Comprehensive Plan 
include: 

o Completion of the revamped Lenexa Old Town Activity 
Center. 

o Completion of the Lenexa Justice Center. 
o Reconstruction of Ad Astra Pool. 
o Lenexa City Center improvements to traffic signals and 

pedestrian connectivity near 87th and Elmridge Drive and 
87th and Scarborough Drive. 

o Santa Fe Trail Drive improvements, including a trail 
connection. 

o Designing 83rd Street improvements between Clare 
Road and Gleason Road. 

o Participating in KDOT’s process of adding an 
interchange at K-10 and Lone Elm Road to the state 
highway system. 

o Completion of the annual Sidewalk and Trail Repair 
Program. 
 

• Infrastructure improvements via Special Benefit District (SBD). 
In August 2025, the City Council established an SBD for 
Woodsonia Drive to be completed from 83rd Street to Prairie Star 
Parkway. This is a key north-south connection in Lenexa and 
will facilitate additional development within this corridor.  

 
At Right: Exhibit 1: Woodsonia Drive SBD Improvements. 
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IMPLEMENTATION PROG RESS:  ZO NING 
Alignment with the Comprehensive Plan is a key element of the annual review to determine if the plan is effective 
in guiding development. Several properties have been rezoned since adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. All 
rezonings have generally aligned with the Comprehensive Plan and the Future Land Use Map (FLU) 
classifications. One rezoning, the Sunset Canyon project, merits an amendment to the Future Land Use Map to 
align the map with the approved layout of the development. 
 

TA B L E  1 :  R E Z O N I N G S  S I N C E  C O M P R E H E N S I V E  P L A N  A D O P T I O N  

Project Name Previous 
Zoning Rezoned To FLU Classification Zoning and FLU 

Aligned? 
Ross Canyon AG, R-1 RP-3, RP-4 High-Density Residential Yes 

11217 Lakeview Avenue CP-O BP-2 Business Park Yes 

White Oak Estates Second 
Plat 

R-1, RP-1 RP-1 Suburban-Density Residential Yes 

Sunset Canyon AG, CP-1 
 

RP-1 
 

Neighborhood Commercial, 
Public/Open Space, Suburban-

Density Residential 

Yes, but FLU map 
should be adjusted 
based on land swap 
and final site layout 

Solera AG, CP-3 CP-3, RP-2, RP-4 High-Density Residential, 
Medium-Density Residential, 

Community Commercial 

Yes 

 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PROG RESS:  GOALS 
Table 2 highlights accomplishments of the City and community in furtherance of reaching the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

TA B L E  2 :  P R O G R E S S  D A S H B O A R D  

Goal Area Key Accomplishments 

Housing & Neighborhoods ✔ 2,719 new dwelling units approved 
✔ 386 acres of new entitlement approvals 
✔ 4 rezonings in alignment with the FLU Map 
✔ SBD approved for Woodsonia Drive 

Commercial & Employment ✔ 160 acres of new entitlement approvals 
✔ 1 rezoning in alignment with the FLU Map 
✔ New employers at City Center 

Transportation & Mobility ✔ 14 projects funded that include improvements to sidewalks/trails 
✔ Street design manual updated 

Community Facilities & 
Infrastructure 

✔ 18 public-facing EV charging stations installed 
✔ 10 solar-ready traffic signal battery backup installations 
✔ 1500 smart control street light nodes were installed to the street lights 
✔ Progress made on a new Stormwater Master Plan effort 
✔ Rooftop solar systems installed/planned on three City buildings 

Parks & Open Space ✔ 90% of households within ½ mile of a park 
✔ 1 park site under construction 
✔ Added 11.6 acres of new parkland to the park system with a land swap associated with the 

Sunset Canyon single-family residential development 
✔ 3/8 cent sales tax passed by voters to fund parks and trails projects 
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IMPLEMENTATION PROG RESS:  WHAT’S NEXT? 
Several efforts are planned or are underway for 2026 in alignment with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

1. Amend specific areas within the Comprehensive Plan as recommended in this report. 
2. Complete capital improvement projects in alignment with goals related to infrastructure, parks and 

recreation, and economic development. 
3. Adopt a newer version of the Building Code and Fire Code to enhance goals related to sustainability. 
4. Continue to coordinate with other jurisdictions, agencies, and/or departments on local and regional 

initiatives that support the Comprehensive Plan’s goals. 
 
DEVELOPMENT TRENDS & GROWTH 
RECENT PRO JECT REVI EW 
Since the Comprehensive Plan’s adoption in July 2024, 89 applications have been submitted, reviewed, and 
approved by Staff and various boards and commissions. This includes applications that require public hearings 
such as rezonings, special use permits, and variances, as well as other applications that do not require public 
hearings such as plans, plats, deviations, and administrative reviews such as lot splits and some types of plans. 
Building Permits are not included in this calculation. It should also be noted that applications that were withdrawn 
were not included in this calculation since they were not considered by the City Council and no final action was 
taken on them. 
 
Within those 89 applications, 697.96 acres of land in Lenexa were reviewed and entitlements were approved in 
anticipation of development.  
 
Table 3 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development based on land use types in 
the Unified Development Code.  
 

TA B L E  3 :  D E V E L O P M E N T  B Y  G E N E R A L L A N D  U S E  

Use Classification Applications Acres 

Commercial 23 26% 159.87 23% 

Industrial 9 10% 86.77 12% 

Public & Civic 14 16% 65.04 9% 

Residential 43 48% 386.28 55% 

Total 89 697.96 

 
 
Applications can also be organized based on the Future Land Use Map Classification of the subject properties. 
The two Future Land Use Classifications that received the most applications were Medium-Density Residential 
and Business Park. The High-Density Residential classification accounts for the most acres out of the 697.96 
acres reviewed (27.5%, or 191.77 acres). 
 
Table 4 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development distributed across the Future 
Land Use Classifications.  
 

Page 57



 

 

A N N U A L  C O M P R E H E N S I V E  P L A N  R E V I E W  
Planning Commission Staff Report 

October 6, 2025 
 
 

   6 of 16 

TA B L E  4 :  D E V E L O P M E N T  B Y  F U T U R E  L A N D  U S E  C L A S S I F I C AT I O N   

FLU Classification Applications Acres 

Low-Density Residential 0 0% 0 0% 

Suburban-Density Residential 9 10.1% 106.82 15.3% 

Medium-Density Residential 18 20.2% 23.36 3.3% 

High-Density Residential 5 5.6% 191.77 27.5% 

Urban-Density Residential 0 0% 0 0% 

Neighborhood Commercial 4 4.5% 10.11 1.4% 

Community Commercial 2 2.2% 1.38 0.2% 

Regional Commercial 4 4.5% 43.96 6.3% 

Mixed-Use 8 9% 61.21 8.8% 

City Center 10 11.2% 17.05 2.4% 

Office/Employment Center 5 5.6% 5.32 0.8% 

Office, Research & Development 0 0% 0 0% 

Business Park 17 19.1% 182.18 26.1% 

Institutional 4 4.5% 27.88 4% 

Public Parks & Open Space 3 3.4% 26.92 3.9% 

Total 89 697.96 
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RESI DENT IAL DEVELO PMENT 

Residential development made up 48% of the total planning approvals in the City since July 2024, accounting 
for 43 of the 89 total planning applications made. Four rezoning applications were approved for residential 
development, all of which were found to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use 
Classifications. See Table 5 for a breakdown of applications compared to the current FLU classifications. 
 
Of those residential development applications, the FLU classification with the largest share of applications 
(roughly 42%) was Medium-Density Residential. The High-Density Residential FLU classification saw the largest 
share of acreage approved for development (191.77 acres), as well as total number of multifamily units added 
(1,299 units). 
 
Table 5 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development, as well as multifamily units 
and single-family lot additions distributed across the Future Land Use Classifications for residential development. 
In this context, multifamily refers to any unit that is not a single-family home. 

 

TA B L E  5 :  R E S I D E N T I A L D E V E L O P M E N T  

FLU Classification Applications Acres Multifamily 
Units Added 

Single-Family 
Lots Added 

Suburban-Density Residential 7 16.3% 106.39 27.5% 42 100 

Medium-Density Residential 18 41.9% 23.36 6% 134 29 

High-Density Residential 5 11.6% 191.77 49.6% 1,299 0 

Neighborhood Commercial 1 (Sunset Canyon) 2.3% 0 0% 0 0 

Community Commercial 1 (Solera) 2.3% 0 0% 0 0 

Mixed-Use 3 7% 49.18 12.7% 544 0 

City Center 7 16.3% 15.58 4% 274 0 

Public/Open Space 1 (Sunset Canyon) 2.3% 0 0% 0 0 

Total 43 406.87 2,590 129 

 
The Sunset Canyon and Solera projects account for the Neighborhood Commercial, Community Commercial, 
and Public/Open Space entries shown in Table 5. Before Sunset Canyon was rezoned to RP-1 in July 2025, its 
site included several FLU classifications, which is why applications appear under Neighborhood Commercial and 
Public/Open Space in Table 5. As part of its approval, a land swap added 11.6 acres of Public/Open Space 
parkland to the City. Sunset Canyon also contained an area classified as Neighborhood Commercial; a portion 
of that area is separately owned, zoned CP-1, and not included in the development boundary. 
 
The Solera development accounts for the Community Commercial classification appearing in Table #. Solera is 
a mixed-use development that includes retail, multifamily residential, and duplex residential uses distributed 
across the Community Commercial, High-Density Residential, and Medium-Density Residential FLU 
Classifications. The uses proposed for each classification were found to be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and Future Land Use Map. 
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I NDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPM ENT 
Commercial development accounted for 26% of the 89 applications made since July 2024. The Business Park 
and Mixed-Use classifications shared the largest number of commercial applications made (5), while the 
Business Park classification accounted for the largest share of acres (54.5%, or 87.19 acres). This is most likely 
due to the large acreage required for Business Park developments, which can include both limited commercial 
and industrial uses. There were seven total special use permits and one sign deviation approved for commercial 
developments. The remaining 15 commercial development approvals consisted of various preliminary, final, and 
revised plans. 
 
Table 6 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development distributed across the Future 
Land Use Classifications for commercial development. Since some commercial uses are allowed within business 
park zoning, those applications that would qualify as commercial uses within the Business Park FLU 
Classification appear in this table. 
 

TA B L E  6 :  C O M M E R C I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  

FLU Classification Applications Acres 

Neighborhood Commercial 3 13% 10.11 6.3% 

Community Commercial 1 4.3% 1.38 0.9% 

Regional Commercial 4 17.4% 43.96 27.5% 

Mixed-Use 5 21.7% 12.03 7.5% 

City Center 1 4.3% 0.49 0.3% 

Office/Employment Center 4 17.4% 4.71 2.9% 

Business Park 5 21.7% 87.19 54.5% 

Total 23 159.87 

 
All nine applications for industrial development occurred completely within the Business Park FLU classification 
and accounted for 10% of the total applications made and 12% of total acres approved for development since 
July 2024. These applications only include developments that fall under the industrial use category in UDC 
Section 4-1-B-22. 
 
Table 7 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development distributed across the Future 
Land Use Classifications for industrial development.  
 

TA B L E  7 :  I N D U S T R I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  

FLU Classification Applications Acres 

Business Park 9 86.77 

Total 9 86.77 
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PUBLIC & CIV I C DEVELO PMENT 

Public and Civic development can encompass uses such as City facilities, churches, daycares, hospitals, and 
parkland. Public and civic development made up 16% of the total applications and 9% of the total acres approved 
for development since July 2024. This calculation does not include the 11.6 acres of City-owned parkland gained 
with the Sunset Canyon land swap since that development was largely classified as residential and no formal 
application for parkland development has been processed for the future park planned adjacent to Sunset 
Canyon. 
 
Table 8 shows the total number of applications and acres approved for development distributed across the Future 
Land Use Classifications for public and civic development. Of the 14 applications for public and civic 
development, six were special use permits. The other applications made were preliminary and final plans, plats, 
and a one deviation. These types of applications did not involve any expansion or construction of buildings. 
 

TA B L E  8 :  P U B L I C  &  C I V I C  D E V E L O P M E N T  

FLU Classification Applications Acres 

Suburban-Density Residential 2 14.3% 0.43 0.7% 

City Center 2 14.3% 0.98 1.5% 

Office/Employment Center 1 7.1% 0.61 0.9% 

Business Park 3 21.4% 8.22 12.6% 

Institutional 4 28.6% 27.88 42.9% 

Public/Open Space 2 14.3% 26.92 41.4% 

Total 14 65.04 

 
 
 
 
PLAN ALIGNMENT 
 

Staff reviewed the Comprehensive Plan in relation to market conditions, transportation planning, environmental 
goals, and community priorities, some of which have been made known to staff as specific development projects 
were proposed this last year. The review found that the plan’s policies and the majority of the land use 
classifications remain aligned with these key topics. However, Staff does recommend a handful of targeted 
amendments to the Future Land Use Map and classification descriptions to further support the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and better align with the community’s priorities. These proposed amendments are discussed in 
more detail in the following section of this report. 
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PROPOSED UPDATES TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

As part of this annual review, Staff identified amendments to the Comprehensive Plan for consideration by the 
Planning Commission. Some of these proposed updates are minor in nature and are intended to ensure the 
Future Land Use Map continues to serve as an accurate and effective guide for decision-making. Some changes 
include cleaning up several property boundaries and filling in a few missing land use classifications. Other 
updates include revising the Future Land Use Map classifications in four specific focus areas of the city. 
Collectively, these refinements will strengthen the clarity and usability of the plan while maintaining consistency 
with its overall vision and goals. 
 
MI NOR AMENDMENT S TO THE FUT URE LAND USE MAP 

• Amend the map to make it consistent with the approval of the Sunset Canyon project, which included a 
land swap with park land and rezoning. 
 

  
Exhibit 2: Current FLU with Sunset Canyon project 
boundary in red. 

Exhibit 3: Proposed FLU with Sunset Canyon project 
boundary in red. 

 
• Amend the map to fill in gaps in the FLU Map where voids are shown. 
• Amend the map to fix inconsistencies with FLU classification boundaries. 

 

   
Example: Missing designations. Example: Missing designation. Example: Boundary inconsistencies. 
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FO CUS A REA AMENDM ENTS TO THE FUTURE LA ND USE MAP 
In addition to minor boundary adjustments and clean-up type amendments, Staff identified four focus areas 
where targeted amendments to the FLU Map or narrative are recommended. These proposed changes are 
intended to bring the map into closer alignment with the City Council’s direction on appropriate land development 
and the highest and best use of the properties as determined by staff analysis. To ensure transparency, Staff 
reached out to the affected property owners to provide notice of these proposed revisions and gather feedback 
regarding the potential reclassifications. Staff met with many of the owners to discuss the changes. 
 

 
Exhibit 4: Map of Focus Area Amendment Locations. 

 
1. Prairie Star Parkway and Ridgeview Road (Northeast Corner) 

This amendment reclassifies the property outlined in blue below from High-Density Residential to 
Medium-Density Residential in essence lowering the maximum density from 16 dwelling units per acre 
to 8 dwelling units per acre. The corresponding zoning districts for the Medium-Density Residential 
classification are RP-1 and RP-2. Key considerations include: 
 

A. The reclassification is intended to better balance the intensity of future development with the 
established and planned neighborhoods to the north, west and east which are classified for less 
intense residential uses than the subject property. The character north of Prairie Star Parkway is 
different than the mixed use, higher intensity character to the south. 

B. A medium-density classification takes advantage of a location at two arterial streets – Ridgeview 
Road and Prairie Star Parkway – while providing buffer from these streets for the single-family 
uses to the north and while maintaining the opportunity to provide a diverse mix of housing for 
the community. 

C. A key community desire is to address cut-through traffic traveling through the Cottonwood 
Canyon neighborhood from the intersection of Ridgeview Road and Prairie Star Parkway to City 
Center. As developments are completed near this intersection, traffic will increase through the 
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Cottonwood Canyon neighborhood. A lesser density classification helps to mitigate this impact 
to the Cottonwood Canyon residents, while providing a reasonable density for property not well 
suited for single-family development. 

D. A key consideration in locating High-Density Residential densities in the community is a 
property’s relationship to a state highway and other land uses in the area. Because it does not 
abut a state highway, but rather abuts developments of a lesser density, this property is 
misaligned with this key consideration.  A Medium-Density Residential classification fits the 
character and development pattern of the area much better. 

E. This property’s classification was carried over from the previous Comprehensive Plan without a 
great deal of analysis. A high-density project was recently processed at this site leading to a 
deeper analysis of the area. Staff now believe the classification of Medium-Density Residential 
is a more appropriate highest and best use for the property given the development pattern that 
has occurred in the area. 

F. The High-Density Residential use is meeting a demand that is provided in adequate supply at 
more appropriate locations within the plan. The Medium-Density Residential classification aligns 
with the goal to diversify housing densities given the context of an area. 

 

  
Exhibit 5: Current FLU (High-Density Residential) Exhibit 6: Proposed FLU (Medium-Density Residential) 

 
 

2. Prairie Star Parkway and Monticello Road (Northwest Corner) 
This amendment reclassifies the property outlined in blue below from High-Density Residential to 
Medium-Density Residential in essence lowering the maximum density from 16 dwelling units per acre 
to 8 dwelling units per acre. The corresponding zoning districts for the Medium-Density Residential 
classification are RP-1 and RP-2. Key considerations include: 
 

A. This reclassification will ensure that the scale of future residential development is more closely 
aligned with the existing Suburban-Density Residential, Medium-Density Residential and Public 
Open Space classification and uses in the area.  

B. A Medium-Density Residential classification takes advantage of a location at two arterial streets 
– Prairie Star Parkway and Monticello Road – while maintaining the opportunity to provide a 
diverse mix of housing for the community.  

C. A key consideration in locating High-Density Residential densities in the community is a property’s 
relationship to a state highway and other land uses in the area. Because the property does not 
abut a state highway, but rather is surrounded by developments of lesser densities, this property 
is misaligned with this key consideration of being adjacent to a state highway. A Medium-Density 
Residential classification fits the character and development pattern of the area much better. 

D. A Medium-Density Residential classification, and its corresponding zoning districts, provides a 
more appropriate alignment with surrounding zoning and housing types while still allowing 
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flexibility for a mix of units in the area. This property’s classification was carried over from the 
previous Comprehensive Plan without a great deal of analysis. Since the July 2024 adoption of 
the Comprehensive Plan, a high-density project was processed at this site leading to a deeper 
analysis of the area. Staff now believe the classification of Medium-Density Residential is a more 
appropriate highest and best use for the property given the development pattern that has occurred 
in the area. 

E. The High-Density Residential use is meeting a demand that is provided in adequate supply at 
more appropriate locations within the plan. The Medium-Density Residential classification aligns 
with the goal to diversify housing densities given the context of an area. 

 

  
Exhibit 7: Current FLU (High-Density Residential) Exhibit 8: Proposed FLU (Medium-Density Residential) 

 
 

3. 87th Street Parkway Near Future Ridgeview Road 
This amendment reclassifies the property outlined in blue below from the noted classifications to Medium-
Density Residential, Neighborhood Commercial, and Mixed-Use. The Medium-Density Residential 
classification maximizes density at 8 dwelling units per acre and the Mixed-Use classification requires an 
overall mixing of land uses with a 16 dwelling unit per acre average. Key considerations include: 
 

A. This reclassification is intended to encourage development that complements the character of 
and supports the land uses within nearby Lenexa City Center urban area. 

B. A combination of Medium-Density Residential and Mixed-Use will allow flexibility for a range of 
uses along an arterial street that enters the urban core of the City. It also provides an appropriate 
transition to existing and future single-family neighborhoods that surround this area. 

C. A key feature of this area is future Ridgeview Road, which is an arterial street. This greater area 
flanking future Ridgeview Road as it connects 87th Street to Prairie Star Parkway provides 
opportunity for a mix of land uses, including a large portion of Suburban-Density Residential 
(single-family) uses. 

D. The Medium-Density Residential and Neighborhood Commercial classifications west of 
Ridgeview Road provide an appropriate transition to the Suburban-Density Residential 
classification to the west. Ridgeview Road provides a defined line of transition to step intensities 
down while also providing needed commercial uses to the area. The Neighborhood Commercial 
classification represents 5-7 acres of commercial opportunity along Ridgeview Road across from 
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the Mixed-Use classification which is likely to develop with commercial uses along Ridgeview 
Road as well. 

E. While the Mixed-Use classification stresses vertical mixing of uses, this area is appropriate for 
horizontal mixing of uses so long as the entire area is not developed with multifamily uses. To 
accomplish this, the language describing the Mixed-Use classification needs to be revised and 
will be brought forward with the revised plan. 

 

 
Exhibit 9: Current FLU (Suburban-Density Residential, Community Commercial, High-Density Residential, 
Office/Employment Center) 

 
 

 
Exhibit 10: Proposed FLU (Neighborhood Commercial, Medium-Density Residential, Mixed-Use) 
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4. Mitigate semi-truck uses in the Business Park areas at the northeast and northwest corners of K-
10 Highway and K-7 Highway. 
This amendment seeks to address concerns noted by residents in this surrounding area for generating 
significant amounts of semi-truck traffic on the City’s street network given the residential uses established 
and planned in the area. Key considerations include: 
 

A. The elbows of the intersection of two state highways are appropriate for Business Park uses, 
which include a variety of civic, office, warehousing and manufacturing uses and the area is well-
served by interchanges to the state highway system. While the Comprehensive Plan designates 
the northwest and northeast corners of the K-10 and K-7 interchange for Business Park uses, 
staff recommends clarifying that large-scale distribution, fulfillment, or freight facilities that 
generate significant volumes of semi-truck traffic should be carefully analyzed for their routes to 
the state highway system.  

B. Carefully analyzing truck traffic as developments are proposed will preserve employment 
opportunities in the Business Park area while mitigating the adverse impacts associated with truck 
traffic that travels past residential areas. 

 

 
Exhibit 11: FLU and Transportation and Mobility Network Plan in the Vicinity of K-7 Highway and K-10 Highway. 
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RECOMMENDATION FROM PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

 Conduct a public hearing. 
 

 Summary of Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends acceptance of the 2025 Comprehensive Plan 
Review and recommends initiating amendments as noted within this Staff Report. 
• The project is consistent with Lenexa’s goals through Sustainable Policies and Practices and Inclusive 

Community Building to create Thriving Economy, Inviting Places, and Vibrant Neighborhoods. 
• A public hearing and consideration of the revisions is tentatively scheduled for the November 3, 2025 

Planning Commission meeting. 
 
 
COMPREHENSI VE PLA N REVIEW 
Staff recommends ACCEPTANCE of the annual review of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
COMPREHENSI VE PLA N AMENDM ENTS 
Staff recommends INITIATING the process to amend the Comprehensive Plan as noted within the Staff Report. 
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MINUTES OF THE 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2025 

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 Handley, Eiterich, Charlton, Nicks, Arroyo, Williamson, Denny, and 
Herron were present with Mayor Sayers presiding. 
 
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 Denny made a motion to approve the August 12, 2025 Committee of 
the Whole meeting draft minutes and Councilmember Eiterich seconded the 
motion. Motion passed unanimously. 

 

  
DISCUSSION 

  
   

 

   

1. KDOT presentation – K-10 Corridor Study and Lone Elm Interchange 
   
  Scott McCullough, Community Development Director, said that KDOT has received a 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
for the K-10 Corridor Capacity Improvements Project (“Project”) spanning from the 
Douglas–Johnson County line to I-435. He said the Project aims to address existing 
and future congestion and crash and includes a planned interchange at Lone Elm 
Road to meet state and local traffic demands. He noted the City has long anticipated 
this improvement in its Comprehensive Plan and through platting of adjacent 
properties. KDOT has begun design work and was invited to present preliminary 
design concepts and a timeline for design and potential construction, along with 
upcoming public engagement opportunities. He added that an open house is planned 
for October to present the plan and take public questions.  
 
Steven Cross, KDOT Project Engineer, provided an overview of the Project and 
current progress in the design phase. He explained that the Project originally covered 
the K-7 Highway to I-435 segment but was expanded west to the Douglas County 
line due to projected traffic impacts from the Panasonic plant in De Soto, making it a 
17-mile corridor with 13 interchanges, including three major system interchanges. He 
said the environmental assessment (EA) phase has concluded, and the FHWA 
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issued the FONSI in May 2025. He talked about the extensive outreach efforts, 
including four public meetings and coordination with advisory groups and City staff. 
With the FONSI complete, the Project has entered preliminary design, estimated at 
$1.2 billion. Because full funding is not yet available, Mr. Cross said KDOT is 
prioritizing smaller implementation projects, focusing first on the Cedar Creek–to–I-
435 segment to evaluate right-of-way needs, drainage, and bridge requirements. 
 
Mr. Cross said that regarding the Lone Elm Road interchange, preliminary design 
work has included pedestrian safety considerations, and KDOT recently decided to 
include pedestrian access on the bridge. The Project is funded through final design 
but does not yet have construction funding identified. Once design is finalized and 
right-of-way acquired, he said the interchange will be shovel-ready when future 
funding becomes available. 
 
Josh Woolard, HNTB Corporation and Project Engineer, provided a detailed update 
on the design of the K-10 Highway and Lone Elm Road interchange. He reviewed the 
concept previously shown during the environmental assessment and April public 
meeting, noting the addition of auxiliary lanes between K-7 Highway and Lone Elm 
Road and between Lone Elm Road and Woodland Road to improve traffic flow 
between interchanges. He said the Project will construct a four-lane divided roadway 
from 101st Street to just south of the ramp terminals, with the City of Olathe planning 
to manage the southern extension separately. The Project includes new traffic 
signals with protected pedestrian crossings at both ramp terminals, “no right on red” 
restrictions during school hours, and a lowered 30-mph speed limit to enhance 
safety. The intersection at 101st Street will be built to accommodate the City’s future 
four-lane expansion plans for both corridors. 
 
Mr. Woolard presented renderings of the interchange configuration, which mirrors the 
design of U.S. 69 & 159th Street, including 12-foot multiuse trails across the bridge 
and 10-foot trails along Lone Elm Road. He explained that KDOT evaluated 
alternative pedestrian options—an overpass and an underpass—but both were 
dismissed due to high cost, drainage and rock excavation challenges, and ongoing 
pedestrian safety concerns that would still require sidewalks on the bridge. 
 
Mr. Woolard reported that KDOT began preliminary design in June 2025. Right-of-
way acquisition is expected to start by December, with minimal needs since Lenexa 
previously purchased most right-of-way on the north side. A construction-pipeline 
announcement is anticipated later this year, pending funding availability. Public 
engagement will continue with an open house in October and a noise-wall 
informational meeting early next year, followed by resident voting on whether to 
include the wall. Assuming funding is secured, Project letting could occur in October 
2026 with potential construction beginning in 2027. He said coordination with the City 
will continue throughout design on intersections, utilities, signals, lighting, and public 
safety considerations. 
 
Councilmember Herron asked about the anticipated noise impacts of the Project, 
specifically asking how much additional noise is expected, how effectively a noise 
wall would mitigate it, and what impacts nearby residents might experience. Mr. 
Woolard and Cameron McGown, also with HNTB Corporation, explained that a full 
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noise study was completed as part of the EA, which is available on the Project 
website. They noted that noise analysis is required for all major transportation 
projects and evaluates both existing noise conditions and projected increases due to 
added lanes or closer proximity to residential areas. The study identified a qualifying 
impact area on the north side of K-10 Highway, east of Lone Elm Road to near the 
creek, where a noise wall would effectively and cost-efficiently reduce traffic noise for 
nearby homes. They said residents in the affected area will have the opportunity to 
vote on whether the wall is constructed; if more than 50 percent of returned resident 
ballots support it, the noise wall will be included in the final Project design. They 
further explained that the proposed noise wall meets federal qualification standards 
only if it achieves at least a five-decibel reduction, with most affected properties 
expected to experience reductions above seven decibels and a target goal of around 
10 decibels—perceived as roughly half as loud to the human ear. The wall is 
anticipated to meaningfully reduce traffic noise for nearby neighborhoods and a 
church. It would extend from an open field west of the interchange to a point near 
adjacent residential areas. Only property owners who would directly benefit from the 
noise reduction will receive ballots and be eligible to vote on whether to include the 
wall in the Project. 
 
Councilmember Handley asked whether any additional traffic-calming measures 
beyond the planned 30-mph speed limit and “no right on red” restrictions had been 
considered for the Lone Elm bridge, given that the pedestrian bridge and underpass 
options were eliminated. He asked whether other design elements had been 
explored or might still be evaluated to further enhance pedestrian safety. Mr. Woolard 
and Mr. McGown responded that KDOT evaluates the entire corridor in coordination 
with both Lenexa and Olathe to determine appropriate traffic-calming features. In 
addition to the lower speed limit, they noted that design elements such as roadway 
curves, medians, and curb-and-gutter sections naturally help slow traffic by 
narrowing the visual field and creating a more enclosed driving environment. They 
emphasized that various traffic-calming tools are available and applied as 
appropriate based on local conditions and City input. 
 
Councilmember Handley asked what the speed limit is on the off-ramps and Mr. 
McGown explained that the K-10 Highway mainline speed is 70 mph, with exit ramps 
designed for speeds around 50 mph that transition to a stop condition at the 
interchange. He said the upward grade of the off-ramp further assists in naturally 
slowing vehicles; and while there is no separate design speed for the bridge itself, 
the ramp geometry and curves are engineered to reduce speeds safely as drivers 
approach the intersection. 
 
Councilmember Handley expressed concern that drivers might maintain higher 
speeds—around 50 mph—when approaching the stoplight from the off-ramp. Mr. 
McGown explained that ramp speeds are not typically posted separately, as their 
design—including curves, grades, and super elevation—naturally encourages drivers 
to slow down. The presence of barriers and visual cues signaling a transition from 
highway to local roadway also helps reduce speed. By the time vehicles reach the 
intersection, he said that most drivers would already have slowed significantly, likely 
to around 20 mph or less. 
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Councilmember Handley asked about Olathe’s responsibilities and timelines for 
completing its portion of the interchange and what contingency plans would be if 
Olathe were unable to fund or advance its part of the Project. Mr. McGown 
responded that negotiations are ongoing between KDOT and Olathe to define cost-
sharing, scheduling, and other terms through a forthcoming city–state agreement, 
similar to Lenexa’s. While details are still being finalized, KDOT’s portion of the 
interchange will be fully designed and “shovel-ready” once funding becomes 
available. He acknowledged that if Olathe’s project were delayed or unfunded, KDOT 
could consider temporary measures to maintain connectivity, but such actions would 
depend on available resources and future priorities. He also noted that a target 
completion or “drop-dead” date for Olathe’s work is being discussed to ensure 
continuity between the two sides of the interchange. 
 
Councilmember Charlton requested clarification of the May 2025 FHWA approval 
and related Project details. Mr. Cross explained that the May approval did not include 
funding but granted authorization to advance the Project beyond concept design. He 
said the EA process evaluated multiple design alternatives—including added lanes, 
interchange improvements, and even a tolling study—before selecting a preferred 
alternative encompassing six lanes from De Soto to I-35, upgraded interchanges, 
bridge replacements, and pavement reconstruction. The FONSI allowed KDOT to 
proceed with preliminary engineering and begin right-of-way acquisition in 
anticipation of future funding. 
 
Mr. Cross noted that a detailed cost estimate would be developed later in the year 
following the Project’s “field check” milestone, when bridge sizes, pavement 
quantities, and earthwork volumes are finalized. Mr. Woolard discussed the purpose 
of auxiliary lanes between Woodland Road, Lone Elm Road, and K-7 Highway, which 
will reduce weaving and congestion by allowing drivers to merge and exit without 
entering mainline traffic. 
 
Councilmember Charlton asked about KDOT’s internal approval process. Mr. Cross 
explained that final design direction is set by KDOT’s executive staff—comprised of 
division directors and the State Transportation Engineer—based on engineering 
analyses and consultant recommendations from HNTB. 
 
Councilmember Charlton asked additional questions about how pedestrian and child 
safety are considered given the FONSI and Mr. Cross clarified that pedestrian 
infrastructure and safety measures remain integral to final design refinement even 
after environmental clearance. He emphasized that KDOT’s process continues to 
evaluate safety, cost-benefit factors, and community input while coordinating closely 
with both Lenexa and Olathe to balance design priorities across jurisdictions. 
 
Councilmember Nicks emphasized the importance of ensuring that the Lone Elm 
interchange and roadway improvements are coordinated with Olathe’s project 
timeline so that students can safely access schools to the south when the 
interchange opens. Mr. Cross affirmed that concern and noted ongoing coordination 
efforts. 
 

Page 73



Councilmember Nicks urged KDOT to consider making the “no right on red” 
restriction permanent, rather than limited to school peak hours, citing driver habits 
and the potential for inadvertent turns during high-traffic times. Discussion followed 
regarding maintaining a consistent 30-mph speed limit north of the bridge along Lone 
Elm Road toward Prairie Star Parkway once the Project opens. Clarification was 
provided that the shared-use path across the Lone Elm bridge will be 12 feet wide—
widened from the standard 10-foot trail to allow a buffer between pedestrians and 
traffic due to protective barriers on both sides. 
 
Councilmember Denny commended the plan, saying he appreciated the westward 
shift of Lone Elm Road away from nearby residential neighborhoods and the 
coordination at the 101st Street intersection to align with Lenexa’s future extension of 
Lone Elm Road to the north. He also expressed support for the inclusion of medians 
and the subtle roadway curvature that will help calm traffic. He said he feels the 
overall design is well-conceived and is looking forward to seeing future design details 
as the Project advances. 
 
Councilmember Arroyo asked for clarification on the location and visual impact of the 
proposed noise wall and its relationship to nearby homes. Mr. Cross and Mr. 
McGown explained that the wall would run along the north side of K-10 Highway 
adjacent to the westbound off-ramp, positioned between the trail and the roadway, 
and would be tall enough that drivers and trail users would not see traffic in that 
stretch. The wall would shield nearby neighborhoods and a church from highway 
noise, but its effectiveness would diminish beyond roughly 300 feet from the source. 
Mr. McGown confirmed that landscaping or tree buffers would not be effective 
substitutes due to space limitations, maintenance challenges, and limited sound-
reduction capability. 
 
Councilmember Arroyo asked how community input has influenced the design. Mr. 
Cross and Mr. McGown talked about how public feedback gathered through multiple 
community meetings, City coordination sessions, and school district consultations 
directly shaped several design elements, including shifting the interchange alignment 
farther west to reduce neighborhood impacts; tightening southern ramps to minimize 
effects on homes in Olathe; adding 10- to 12-foot multiuse trails on both sides of 
Lone Elm Road to improve pedestrian and student access; incorporating the noise 
wall to protect homes on the north side; and adopting safety measures such as lower 
speed limits and potential “no right on red” restrictions. Councilmember Arroyo 
thanked KDOT for its responsiveness and emphasized the importance of continuing 
to integrate community feedback as the Project advances. 
 
Councilmember Williamson requested clarification on the distance between the 
north-side ramp and the adjacent neighborhood on the northeast corner of Lone Elm 
Road and K-10 Highway, noting that the space appeared narrow near the base of the 
ramp. Mr. Cross responded that the ramp lies within existing right-of-way, much of 
which had previously been acquired by the City and that no additional right-of-way 
purchases are planned in that area. While he did not have the precise measurement 
available, he agreed to provide that data to the Council. He also explained that the 
south-side ramps on the Olathe side are positioned closer to K-10 Highway to reduce 
impacts on nearby residences, but that approach requires additional retaining walls, 
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which significantly increase cost. On the north side, Lenexa had already purchased 
right-of-way sufficient for a more standard ramp design, so KDOT opted to use the 
existing space rather than pursue the more compact—and more expensive—
configuration. 
 
Councilmember Eiterich said she appreciated the non-diagonal interchange design, 
noting its benefits for pedestrian safety. She also applauded the westward shift of the 
roadway, which increases distance between traffic and nearby homes, and confirmed 
that the speed limit along Lone Elm Road will be reduced from 45 mph to 30 mph in 
the Project area, with the option for the City to adjust it later if needed. She asked 
whether a noise wall would be installed on the south side of K-10 Highway and Mr. 
Cross explained that one is not planned because the homes on that side are too 
widely spaced to meet the cost-effectiveness criteria for noise mitigation. 
  
Councilmember Charlton revisited concerns about coordination with Olathe and 
future planning along Lone Elm Road. He noted that while KDOT continues to 
negotiate with Olathe regarding project scope and funding south to College 
Boulevard, Lenexa has not been similarly engaged in long-term discussions about 
potential future connections or collector roads. Mr. Cross explained that the EA 
approved improvements from K-10 Highway to College Boulevard, but Olathe now 
wishes to reevaluate its own concepts for that corridor, and any modifications beyond 
the approved scope fall under Olathe’s control. He said potential cost savings from 
Olathe’s decision not to extend all improvements to College Boulevard could be 
redirected toward other elements of the interchange as part of ongoing negotiations. 
 
Councilmember Charlton emphasized his desire for KDOT and HNTB to consider 
future flexibility—specifically the possibility of a collector road or future connection 
from Lone Elm Road to the Smiley’s Golf Complex property—expressing frustration 
that such concepts have not been entertained despite repeated requests. Mr. Cross  
acknowledged the feedback but reiterated that design decisions are driven by the 
approved Project scope, right-of-way constraints, and cost considerations, while 
future modifications would require separate coordination and funding. 
 
Councilmember Nicks asked for clarification on how the trail on the north side of K-10 
Highway would cross Lone Elm Road. Mr. Cross explained that the trail runs behind 
a retaining wall along the ramp and connects to the intersection at the top, where 
pedestrians can cross either south across the bridge or east–west at the signalized 
intersection. He said all crossings will be protected by traffic signals and noted that 
underpass options were extensively evaluated at multiple points around the 
interchange but were ultimately dismissed due to limited benefit, cost, and design 
constraints. 
 
Councilmember Charlton elaborated on his earlier comments, explaining that his 
primary concern is student safety and long-term traffic management near the Lone 
Elm interchange. He stated that rather than relying on costly pedestrian tunnels or 
complex ramp designs, a more practical and forward-looking solution would be to 
plan for a future collector road extending from the Lone Elm off-ramp toward 101st 
Street and the Smiley’s property. He said such a connection could help divert heavy 
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or high-volume traffic away from Lone Elm Road and school routes, improving both 
safety and circulation in the area. 
 
Councilmember Denny confirmed that Lenexa previously acquired the right-of-way 
on the north side of the interchange and asked whether additional property 
acquisition would be required elsewhere. Mr. Cross explained that nearly all 
remaining right-of-way needs are on the south side of K-10 Highway, where new 
ramps will be built. He noted there are three affected properties on the south side 
requiring permanent right-of-way acquisition and one temporary construction 
easement on the north side. He added that having the north-side right-of-way already 
in place significantly simplifies the Project and reduces potential delays. 
 
Mayor Sayers added support for implementing a permanent “no right turn on red” 
restriction at the Lone Elm interchange, rather than limiting it to school peak hours. 
Citing a successful example at I-435 & Quivira Road in Overland Park, she noted that 
consistent enforcement and driver familiarity make the rule more effective and safer. 
She emphasized that maintaining the restriction at all times would improve visibility 
across the interchange and create predictable, safer behavior for both drivers and 
pedestrians. 
 
Councilmember Herron recommended adding clear pedestrian-crossing signage at 
the Lone Elm interchange to reinforce safety at signalized intersections. He 
suggested that drivers approaching the stoplight should see both the “no turn on red” 
sign and illuminated pedestrian signals—such as the walking-person symbol—to 
make crossings more visible and intuitive for motorists. 
 
Councilmember Charlton sought clarification on whether the decision to shift the 
Lone Elm interchange westward was primarily driven by topography. Mr. Cross 
confirmed that while higher grades in that area did help reduce the bridge height, the 
main reason for the westward shift was to avoid impacts to existing homes on the 
north side of K-10 Highway. Maintaining the previous alignment would have required 
significant fill slopes extending into residential backyards, potentially necessitating 
property acquisitions or relocations. By moving the alignment west, KDOT minimized 
right-of-way needs, reduced costs, and avoided major residential impacts while still 
achieving the desired design and grading improvements. 
 
Mayor Sayers invited public comment. 
 
Alexis Guetzlaff, 9722 Millridge Drive, expressed disappointment with the Lone Elm 
interchange design and concerns about student safety. She clarified that community 
members were not advocating for children to cross traffic on the bridge but rather for 
alternatives that would completely separate pedestrians from vehicle flow. She asked 
whether the elevation change from Lone Elm Road to the bridge had been measured 
and if a raised pedestrian walkway—above the crosswalk and protected along the 
bridge—had been considered, rather than the previously discussed long-span 
overpass or deep underpass options. 
 
Ms. Guetzlaff cited data from the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety indicating a 
40–50% risk of serious injury or fatality for pedestrians struck at 30 mph, 
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emphasizing that such speeds remain dangerous, particularly for children. She 
expressed frustration that design discussions appeared to rely on assumptions that 
drivers would naturally slow down, calling that unsafe given the presence of young 
students and large vehicles in the area. She thanked officials for supporting a 
permanent “no right turn on red” restriction but concluded that the Project, as 
designed, would negatively affect neighborhood safety and quality of life. She urged 
the City and KDOT to consider future community-building efforts to help mitigate 
those impacts. 
 
Natalie VanLiew, 21605 W 99th Terrace, raised concerns about the lack of a detailed 
safety analysis for students attending Manchester Park Elementary School. She 
noted that, based on her understanding, during the 30% design phase of the Project, 
the City of Olathe funded additional safety studies for schools within its jurisdiction—
specifically Prairie Trail Elementary and Olathe Northwest High School—but no 
equivalent study had been conducted for Lenexa schools affected by the 
interchange. 
 
Ms. VanLiew emphasized that many Manchester Park students travel east–west 
along 101st Street to reach school, and that most Project discussions have focused 
on north–south traffic rather than these local pedestrian routes. She requested that 
the City of Lenexa commit funding for a comparable, school-specific safety analysis 
to address pedestrian and bicycle safety, traffic control, speed management, and 
noise impacts affecting students who walk or bike to Manchester Park Elementary 
and nearby neighborhoods extending north to Prairie Star Parkway. 
 
Mayor Sayers advised that questions would be answered after public comment. 
 
Whitney Royer, 10125 Theden Circle, expressed frustration with the Project and the 
City’s planning process. She stated that residents had followed every appropriate 
channel—emailing, attending meetings, and communicating through their 
representatives—yet felt their concerns were ignored and that the system for 
community input had failed. She criticized City leadership for prioritizing long-term 
planning goals for 2040 and 2060 residents while disregarding the safety and quality 
of life of current families who will be most affected. She said residents share the 
same vision for the city’s future but also want their children to live safely to see that 
future.  
 
Ms. Royer cited the loss of homes in her neighborhood for right-of-way acquisition as 
evidence of poor City planning decisions over many years. She questioned why the 
interchange proceeded despite the presence of nearby schools that collectively bring 
thousands of students into the area. She said she was disappointed with the City’s 
responsiveness to its residents. 
 
Mark Mullet, 10235 Marion Street, voiced disappointment and concern about the 
Project and its long-term impacts on nearby neighborhoods. He emphasized that the 
right-of-way repeatedly referenced during the presentation was taken directly from 
his community, noting that two homes in Stoneview were demolished to make way 
for the Project. He questioned why the City would have ever approved residential 
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development in that location if the interchange had been planned decades ago, 
calling it a serious planning oversight. 
 
Mr. Mullet also asked for clarification about the future of the Smiley’s property and 
surrounding area, wanting to know whether it was slated for warehouses, 
apartments, or other high-traffic uses that could increase truck traffic along 101st 
Street. He expressed disappointment, saying that residents had built their homes in 
Stoneview with optimism, but now feel that “it’s all fallen apart” as their neighborhood 
faces increased noise, traffic, and disruption from the interchange and future 
development plans. 
 
Monica Salmon, 10208 Theden Circle, voiced concern about the proximity of 
construction activity to nearby homes during the upcoming Project. She noted that 
her home faces the open field adjacent to the Project site and will directly overlook 
either the new exit ramp or the planned retaining wall once construction begins. 
She described recent activity in the area, including heavy trucks drilling and 
surveying near residential properties, and said that while residents understand the 
Project is moving forward, they are concerned about the construction phase itself—
specifically the noise, safety, and daily impact on families living nearby. She 
emphasized that there are many children in the neighborhood who ride bikes and 
scooters and that the safety of residents should be prioritized during construction. 
She urged project managers and City officials to take special care to manage traffic, 
construction access, and equipment operations near homes, particularly along 
neighborhood streets closest to the Project. She asked that the safety and quality of 
life for current residents remain a top consideration throughout the construction 
period. 
 
Brandy Woltkamp, 10145 Theden Circle, expressed concern about the proximity of 
the Project’s interchange exit ramp to her property. She stated that her home is the 
last house directly adjacent to the ramp, and according to Project renderings, the 
ramp appears to extend immediately up to her backyard fence. She noted that with 
the addition of a noise wall and walking path, even more of her yard could be lost to 
the Project. 
 
Ms. Woltkamp urged the City and KDOT to reconsider the ramp alignment, 
suggesting that moving it closer to the highway, similar to the design approach on the 
Olathe side, would better protect existing homes and property values. She asked that 
the preservation of current residences be a stronger consideration in final design 
decisions. 
 
Daniel Browne, 21703 W 98th Terrace, questioned why the Project was moving 
forward when the City of Olathe had not yet formally committed to its portion of the 
design, suggesting that Lenexa and KDOT should pause progress until Olathe’s full 
plan and funding are confirmed to ensure coordination and avoid incomplete 
infrastructure. He also talked about school transportation issues, noting that Olathe 
School District buses do not serve students living within a 2.5-mile radius of a school. 
He warned that this policy could significantly increase pedestrian traffic across the 
Lone Elm bridge if bus routes do not extend into affected neighborhoods, heightening 
the need for safe pedestrian infrastructure. 
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Mr. Browne emphasized that it is impossible to make an interchange truly safe when 
vehicles and pedestrians share the same space, particularly where children are 
present. He strongly urged the City and KDOT to fully separate pedestrian routes 
from vehicular traffic as the only way to achieve safety for students and residents. 
 
Patty Lanter, 10559 S Millstone Drive, spoke in opposition to the Project, expressing 
concern that the design could increase risks related to human trafficking near nearby 
schools and neighborhoods. She stated that the Project’s location could make it 
easier for bad actors to exploit traffic access and endanger children. She also 
criticized the overall concept of the interchange, calling it illogical and unsafe given 
the number of schools and residential areas nearby. She said she was frustrated that 
the Project appeared to prioritize economic or development interests over community 
safety. 
 
Kerry White, 20819 W 94th Street, said she is a member of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints located at 101st Street & Lone Elm Road. She asked for 
clarification about access to the church property once the Lone Elm interchange is 
constructed. She specifically inquired whether the existing driveway entrance from 
Lone Elm Road would remain open or if all church traffic would be redirected to exit 
and enter from the west side of the property. 
 
Dustin Simpson, 10062 Aurora Street, spoke about the need for stronger safety 
measures for children walking and biking to and from nearby schools. He expressed 
frustration that the design presented by KDOT did not incorporate any of the safety 
ideas previously proposed by residents, particularly a raised pedestrian bridge that 
would fully separate children from vehicle traffic. He addressed the two main 
objections cited for not pursuing the pedestrian bridge—distance and cost. He 
argued that the additional walking distance should not be a barrier to safety, noting 
that the current design already reroutes the east–west multiuse trail a significant 
distance to 101st Street. He then questioned funding priorities, suggesting that 
Lenexa could invest local funds to support the bridge if KDOT would not, pointing out 
that the city has previously installed ornate traffic signals and decorative 
infrastructure elsewhere. 
 
Mr. Simpson proposed turning a pedestrian bridge into a community landmark—a 
visually appealing, well-lit structure that would serve both safety and civic pride, 
giving children a safe and inspiring route to school.  
 
Sarah Taylor, 21619 W 100th Street, spoke about the safety of children and bicyclists 
in the area. She shared that her family moved to Manchester Park when the 
neighborhood and nearby Olathe schools were new, and her children have biked to 
school for years. She said the proposed interchange design does nothing to improve 
safety for current students, despite the City’s stated vision of being a “walkable and 
bikeable community.” 
 
Ms. Taylor described recent local tragedies involving two adult cyclists who were 
killed in separate accidents, emphasizing that even experienced riders face serious 
danger from inattentive drivers who run lights or ignore traffic rules. She questioned 
how anyone could consider the interchange safe for children, challenging officials to 
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ask themselves whether they would personally feel comfortable sending their own 
children, grandchildren, or neighbors’ kids to cross the intersection on foot or by bike. 
She said she felt the current design falls far short of Lenexa’s mobility and safety 
goals. 

Mayor Sayers, City staff, and project engineers responded to several of the public’s 
questions and concerns raised. They clarified that the elevation change from Lone 
Elm Road to the top of the bridge is approximately 25 feet, similar to bridge grades 
used in the U.S. 69 Highway improvements. Regarding the east–west safety and 
traffic study requested by residents, staff explained that no such analysis has yet 
been completed, but it could be undertaken once the interchange is built and traffic 
patterns are better understood. Funding sources such as CARS (County Assisted 
Road System) funds may also be used for future safety and signalization 
improvements in the area. 

In response to questions about the future development of the Smiley’s property, Scott 
McCullough, Community Development Director, confirmed that the site is designated 
for business park uses in Lenexa’s Comprehensive Plan. Any future project would 
still require rezoning and Planning Commission approval, allowing the City Council to 
evaluate traffic, truck impacts, and neighborhood compatibility at that time. 

Representatives from KDOT and HNTB also addressed concerns about construction 
safety and neighborhood disruption. They stated that strict site controls—such as 
secure construction fencing, restricted access, and monitored work zones—would be 
implemented to protect nearby residents. They added that work-hour limitations could 
be imposed to minimize noise and traffic impacts, noting that nighttime or off-peak 
construction could be restricted in residential areas depending on the final 
construction plan. 

Councilmember Herron asked about construction staging and coordination with 
Olathe, to which project engineers stated that specific laydown yards and staging 
areas have not yet been determined at this stage of design. However, they noted that 
potential areas with adequate right-of-way for contractor use could include the interior 
loop area of the K-7/K-10 interchange and portions of excess right-of-way west of 
Cedar Creek Parkway. These sites have been used for staging in past highway 
projects and may be suitable again, though final locations will be identified later in 
coordination with the contractor and KDOT. They also confirmed that negotiations 
between KDOT and the City of Olathe remain ongoing regarding responsibilities and 
funding for the southern portion of the interchange. There is no established deadline 
for finalizing that city-state agreement at this time. 

Mayor Sayers said that school bus service questions fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Olathe School District, not the City or KDOT, so the school district would need to 
address that. 

Regarding access to the church, Mr. McCullough explained that the east driveway 
connection to Lone Elm Road was originally approved only as a temporary access 
point. He said this condition was established through the church’s approved site plan 
and plat agreement, with the understanding that the access would be reevaluated 
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and potentially removed once the Lone Elm interchange project advanced. He 
offered to share the documentation of that agreement with church representatives 
following the meeting. 
 
Mayor Sayers and Mr. Cross addressed the question about potential funding for 
additional pedestrian accommodations, explaining that because KDOT has not 
approved any alternate pedestrian designs, the City of Lenexa cannot allocate local 
funding toward features outside the scope of the EA. The Project will move forward 
with the pedestrian facilities already included in the approved EA, which provide 
sidewalks and shared-use paths across the Lone Elm Bridge as the designated 
pedestrian route. 
 
Councilmember Nicks asked whether KDOT had been approached about allowing a 
separate pedestrian bridge proposal. Mr. Cross clarified that while KDOT has not 
approved a pedestrian overpass as part of the current design, such a structure could 
be pursued later as a separate city-led project, subject to required KDOT and FHWA 
approvals since it would cross K-10 Highway. He added that any pedestrian 
improvement located entirely within the local Lone Elm roadway corridor could 
potentially move forward under city authority, but anything spanning the highway 
would require state and federal coordination and approval. 
 
Beccy Yocham, City Manager, said it would be important to understand exactly what 
the design will be before advancing additional safety or traffic studies. 
 
Councilmember Nicks asked if discussions about the future land use of the Smiley’s 
area and what is desired there could be made known in the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. 
McCullough confirmed that the Comprehensive Plan can be amended during its 
annual review to establish clearer expectations and design principles for the area, 
ensuring that any future business park development aligns with community goals and 
Council priorities.  

 

   

2. Greater Kansas City Regional Resource Sharing Agreement 
   
  Susan McMahan, Emergency Preparedness Manager, provided an overview of a 

new Greater Kansas City Regional Resource Sharing Agreement, developed through 
the Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) in coordination with local response 
agencies. She explained that while fire and law enforcement agencies already 
operate under state-level mutual aid agreements in Kansas, this new regional 
framework is designed to extend mutual aid capabilities to non–first responder 
departments such as municipal services, parks and recreation, IT, and public 
works—agencies that often provide critical support during disasters or large events.  
 
Ms. McMahan described the agreement’s purpose as a streamlined process for 
resource requests and sharing across city, county, and state lines during both 
emergencies and planned situations. She emphasized that these agreements are 
essential for FEMA compliance, ensuring eligibility for 75/25 federal disaster cost-
share funding when presidential disaster declarations occur. She provided recent 
examples, including debris removal assistance between Wyandotte and Leavenworth 
counties after the July 2023 storms, and mutual aid during large-scale events such 
as the Royals and Chiefs championship parades, where equipment and personnel 
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were shared across the metro. The agreement would also support coordinated efforts 
during major future events such as the 2026 FIFA World Cup, allowing jurisdictions to 
efficiently deploy equipment, barricades, and staff throughout the region. 
 
Ms. McMahan highlighted that the agreement promotes inter-jurisdictional 
cooperation, builds operational efficiency, and reinforces the metro’s reputation for 
regional collaboration—one of the key strengths that helped Kansas City secure the 
FIFA bid. She also noted that the framework now includes technology and 
cybersecurity personnel sharing, an emerging area of coordination among 
municipalities. 
 
To date, 26 of the 119 MARC jurisdictions, including Johnson County, have already 
adopted the agreement. Ms. McMahan emphasized that participation is voluntary, 
involves no monetary commitment, and does not supersede existing mutual aid 
agreements. Each jurisdiction retains the discretion to accept or decline requests 
based on resource availability. 
 
Ms. McMahan noted that Lenexa’s Legal Department has reviewed and approved the 
agreement. She said Council will be asked to formally adopt the resolution at the 
October 7 meeting, after which staff will receive training on implementation 
procedures and integration into the City’s Emergency Operations Plan and exercise 
programs. 
 
Councilmember Arroyo said that after reviewing the regional resource sharing 
agreement and hearing the detailed explanation, she felt a strong sense of 
reassurance knowing that someone with her depth of knowledge and professionalism 
is leading Lenexa’s emergency management efforts, adding that her presence gives 
her great peace of mind about the City’s readiness and coordination capabilities. 
 
Councilmember Herron said he supports the regional resource sharing agreement 
and recognizes the progress the City has made under Ms. McMahan’s leadership. 
He said he recognized that emergency management now requires more local self-
reliance, as federal assistance and funding have become increasingly limited, and 
asked how the City plans to manage coordination and resource needs. 
 
Ms. McMahan explained that Lenexa maintains a strict checks-and-balances process 
to ensure local stability before committing aid to other jurisdictions. All mutual aid 
requests are reviewed by department directors and the City Manager, and no 
equipment or personnel are deployed without confirmation that Lenexa can continue 
operating safely. She added that every resource shared or received through mutual 
aid must be documented, inspected, and returned in equal or better condition, and 
that this protocol is consistently applied throughout Johnson County. Regarding 
federal grants, Ms. McMahan acknowledged growing uncertainty in FEMA and DHS 
funding levels, emphasizing that Lenexa and other regional partners are closely 
monitoring federal resources and adjusting budgets to ensure that essential 
equipment and programs can be sustained locally if federal dollars decline. 
 
Mayor Sayers talked about MARC being a proven and trusted partner in coordinating 
multi-jurisdictional efforts across the Kansas City metro area, especially given the 
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complexity of working across two states, multiple counties, and more than 100 cities. 
She noted that MARC has successfully unified regional resources in other 
challenging contexts and said it would be wise for Lenexa to participate in the new 
regional resource sharing agreement, particularly ahead of next year’s FIFA World 
Cup, which will test large-scale regional coordination. Ms. McMahan confirmed that 
participation is voluntary and flexible, and that the agreement remains in effect 
indefinitely unless a jurisdiction chooses to withdraw with 60 days’ notice to MARC. 
Mayor Sayers said she supports moving the agreement forward for adoption. 
  

 

  
ADJOURN 

  
  Mayor Sayers adjourned the meeting at 9:09 PM. 
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