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AGENDAAGENDAAGENDAAGENDA    
    
    
ASHLEY WEAVERASHLEY WEAVERASHLEY WEAVERASHLEY WEAVER,,,,    COUNCIL PRESIDENT COUNCIL PRESIDENT COUNCIL PRESIDENT COUNCIL PRESIDENT     
        
AGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSIONAGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSIONAGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSIONAGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION    
 

 Annual CID Update 
Kylie Stock, Lega C representative  

 
*COU2014-56 Consider approval of the use of forfeiture funds to purchase a van to 

transport the CIRT Team during operations and training 
Sgt. Roberson 

 
*COU2014-51 Consider approval of purchase and installation of Public Works software 

Keith Bredehoeft 
 

COU2014-52 Consider approval of 2015 Joint City/County Legislative Platform 
Nolan Sunderman 

 
*COU2014-54 Consider approval of request for contingency funds for legal contract 

services 
Lisa Santa Maria 

 
*COU2014-55 Consider approval of request for contingency funds for October KCPL 

street light and traffic signal billings 
Lisa Santa Maria 

 
COU2014-57 Consider Ordinances Amending Chapter XI of the Municipal Code, 

revising the definition of Trucks and adding Article 15, Recreational 
Vehicles and Equipment - Parking and Storage 
Kate Gunja & Sgt. James Carney 

 



CONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDA    
    

Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014    
 

    
 
COU 2014COU 2014COU 2014COU 2014----56565656    Consider Consider Consider Consider expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport 

vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response 
Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)    

  
 
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
 
The Police Department recommends the Council approve the use of forfeiture funds to 
purchase a Van to transport the CIRT Team during operations and training.    
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTION    
 
I move to approve the use of forfeiture funds to not exceed $25,000 for the purchase of 
a transport Van for the CIRT Team through normal purchasing policy requirements.   
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
 
The use of forfeiture funds is specified by K.S.A. 60-4117 (d.3), which states, in part, 
“…shall be used for such special, additional law enforcement purposes as the law 
enforcement agency head deems appropriate…neither future forfeitures nor the 
proceeds from such forfeitures shall be used in planning or adopting a law enforcement 
agency’s budget.”  The State of Kansas has invested the purchase authority in the 
proverbial hands of the “law enforcement agency head.”  
 
Although Council approval is not required, the Chief of Police and City Administrator felt 
it would be reasonable to route this item through Council to be informative, transparent, 
and validate the need for the expenditure.  Sgt. Roberson, CIRT Team Supervisor, will 
present information to the Council why this vehicle is necessary based on the 
operational needs of the CIRT Team.  
 

The Department does not plan to increase the size of the authorized fleet.  The 
Command Post (circa 1989) will be retired and we will call upon other public safety 
agencies to provide this capability if a future incident would dictate the need. 
 
[It should be noted that the Police Department provides the Council with a full 
accounting of forfeiture fund purchases on an annual basis] 
  
Prepared By: 

Wes Jordan 
Chief of Police 
Date:  December 11, 2014 
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PUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKS    DEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENT    
 

Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014    
CCCCouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:    12/12/12/12/15151515/201/201/201/2014444        

    
    
CONSIDER CONSIDER CONSIDER CONSIDER AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR PUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MANAGEMENT NAGEMENT NAGEMENT NAGEMENT 
SOFTWARESOFTWARESOFTWARESOFTWARE    

    
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
    
    
    
Staff recommends the City Council approve the agreement with Lucity, Inc. for $74,500 
for Public Works Work Management Software. 
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
    
The Public Works department initiated and managed a request for qualifications (RFQ) 
process to select a vendor to provide a new Public Works Work Management Software.  
The current software, VHB, has been utilized for almost 20 years and is no longer 
supported and prevents upgrade to the GIS software to current versions.  Upgrading the 
system will allow for efficiencies in the operations and will minimize duplication of efforts.  
City crews will be able to manage work orders and inventories while in the field utilizing 
tablets eliminating manual or hand written information.    The new software will maintain 
the City's asset inventories (ie. pavement, sidewalks, signs, drainage items, and trees, 
etc.) as well as provide service request, work order and equipment maintenance 
modules.  The agreement also includes the data conversion for existing data as well as 
full implementation of the software and training for employees. 
 
The RFQ process consisted of advertising for companies to submit their qualifications to 
the City for review.  Four companies submitted RFQ's.  All four companies were asked to 
provide demonstrations of their products.  After demonstrations Public Works staff 
determined that there were two vendors that best met the department's needs and 
requirements.  After pricing submittals were reviewed Lucity, Inc. was chosen for its 
product and associated price.  Lucity, Inc. is based in Overland Park, KS and is currently 
used by several local communities including Overland Park, Leawood, Lenexa, and 
Johnson County.  Given that the City’s IT services are now provided by Johnson County 
IT they are already familiar with the software and its requirements.   
 
Lucity, Inc. will allow Public Works to move forward with the current asset inventory 
processes and it will allow the data to be integrated with GIS making access to the data 
more map-centric.  This system will allow our field crews to input data and manage work 
orders in the field.  Another benefit is that City Hall staff can have access to the system 
as well and initial discussions have occurred regarding the use of the customer response 
module. 
 
There will be a few additional items required for this project.  It will require two new 
licenses of ESRI mapping software, a new server license and seven handheld mobile 
devices.  These items will be purchased through the IT fund.  The IT Project Fund has 
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$105,000 budgeted for the complete project and is adequate for the completion of the 
project.  Full implementation of the software will take about four months. 
 
All similar software typically requires a yearly support fee that covers software updates 
and customer support.  From discussions with the local communities that utilize the 
Lucity, Inc. software they do provide excellent support and are very responsive.  Lucity, 
Inc. has a yearly fee of $8,980 which will be invoiced at the end of year one and will 
increase by about 2.5% per year after that. 
 
 
 
 
FUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCE    
    
Funds are budgeted in the IT Project Fund and are sufficient for purchase and 
installation. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
 

1. Lucity, Inc. Agreement 
 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
    
Keith Bredehoeft, Public Works Director     December 8, 2014    
                    









































ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENTADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENTADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENTADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT    
    

Council Council Council Council Committee Committee Committee Committee Date:Date:Date:Date:            December December December December 15151515, 201, 201, 201, 2014444    
City Council Meeting Date:  City Council Meeting Date:  City Council Meeting Date:  City Council Meeting Date:  January 5January 5January 5January 5, 201, 201, 201, 2015555    

    
    
COUCOUCOUCOU2012012012014444----52525252::::    Consider Consider Consider Consider approval of 201approval of 201approval of 201approval of 2015555    Joint City/County Legislative PlatformJoint City/County Legislative PlatformJoint City/County Legislative PlatformJoint City/County Legislative Platform    
    
    
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
Staff recommends a motion to adopt the 2015 Joint City/County Legislative Platform.  
        
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
Each year the City Council discusses and adopts a legislative program which establishes the 
City’s legislative priorities for the upcoming session. Over the last few years, the Council has 
adopted a joint City/County platform to assert our common positions with all of our state 
legislators.  The County is requesting this practice continue and hosted a meeting in November 
with area managers.  The document is substantially the same as the 2014 Platform.  At that 
meeting, the following changes to the 2014 Joint Platform were discussed and recommended:   
 
Metro Law Enforcement Mutual Aid:  Support for this item will assist in allowing law 
enforcement agencies to work cooperatively with their counterparts in Missouri.  The State of 
Missouri passed legislation in 2014 and now the State of Kansas must pass the legislation.  
This would allow law enforcement agencies in Johnson County, Leavenworth County, Miami 
County, and Wyandotte County to cross state lines to respond to critical emergency incidents 
and allow Missouri agencies to cross into Kansas.     
 
International Symbol of Access:  This item promotes a change in Federal law regarding the 
Americans with Disability Act to allow for the use of a new Accessible Icon.  The new icon 
hopes to change the focus to reinforcing that people with disabilities can be active and 
engaged.    
 
Overall, this platform is not intended to encompass all issues which may impact Prairie Village 
residents but contains those issues which are of high importance and likely to be considered by 
the legislature in 2015.  The Johnson County Board of County Commissioners approved the 
Joint City/County Legislative Platform at their December 4, 2014 meeting.     
 
ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
2015 Joint County/City Legislative Platform 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Nolan Sunderman 
Assistant to the City Administrator 
Date: December 10, 2014    

 



JOHNSON COUNTY GOVERNMENT AND CITIES JOINT 2015 LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM 
 

 
State and local government are partners providing numerous governmental services that are funded and made 
available to citizens.  Local units of government are closest to the citizens and very closely represent the interests 
of citizens in the communities in which they live.  The partnership depends upon stable funding, efficient use of 
citizens’ resources, and responsiveness at the city and county level.  We support respect and preservation of 
local authority, maintenance of local control of local revenue and spending, and oppose the devolution of State 
duties to local units of government without planning, time and resources. The Johnson County Government and 
Cities advocate on the following issues in the interests of our elected representatives and on behalf of the citizens 

who live in our county and cities. 
 
 

MAINTAIN LOCAL CONTROL OF REVENUE AND SPENDING 
Recognizing that communities are best served and citizens’ values and standards are best reflected when local 
control of taxing and spending is controlled by local voters and taxpayers, we support the continued absence of 
state imposition of tax or spending lids which place limits on how much revenue a local government can raise or 
spend from year to year. 
 

LIMITS ON APPRAISED VALUATION GROWTH 
We support the continuation of no artificial limits on appraised valuation growth or budgets by the state. Such 
limitations erode the ability of local officials to make decisions close to the public and will reduce bond ratings, 
resulting in more expensive debt service payments on needed capital projects. 
 

TAX POLICY 
We support stable revenue sources and urge the Legislature not to provide any further exemptions to the ad 
valorem property tax base, including exceptions for fitness clubs, or the state/local sales tax base, as well as 
industry specific special tax treatment through exemptions or property classification. We do not support changes 
in State taxation policy that would narrow the tax base or significantly reduce available funding for key programs, 
put Kansas counties and cities at a competitive sales tax disadvantage with Missouri, or impose a sales tax on 
professional services. 
 

OPPOSE UNFUNDED MANDATES 
We support minimizing the financial and staffing implications of “devolution,” the passing down of responsibilities 
to counties by the state and federal governments, by seeking funding for mandates and reasonable periods of 
time to phase in new funded responsibilities. Any budget reductions or changes in state taxation that reduce state 
resources with an impact on government services should be evaluated closely by the state and based on a cost 
benefit analysis of how such reductions would increase cost demands at either the local or state level.   If the 
State reduces funding for government services, the State should provide greater flexibility and increased local 
ability to raise revenue beyond primarily sales and property tax sources. 
 
 

COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Recognizing it is critical to maintain Kansas infrastructure, we urge the Legislature to follow through on the 
commitments in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan known as T-WORKS.   We recognize the current funding 
level is far from adequate to address ongoing statewide infrastructure funding needs.  As such, funds should be 
allocated strategically to ensure there is an identifiable long-term return on investment for the entire state.  
Investing in growth areas is critical to economic vitality and job creation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



JOHNSON COUNTY GOVERNMENT AND CITIES JOINT 2015 LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM 
 

 
STATUTORY PASS-THROUGH FUNDING 

We call for the preservation of local government revenues which pass through the State of Kansas’ treasury.  
These funds come from a longstanding partnership between local governments and the State and are generated 
via economic activity at the local level.  Both alcoholic liquor tax funds and the local portion of motor fuels taxes 
should not be withheld from local governments and siphoned into the State General Fund.  Local governments in 
recent years have had to cope with the legislature not funding LAVTRF demand transfers and the machinery & 
equipment property tax “slider” and should not be forced to further aid in balancing the State’s budget. 
 

KPERS FUNDING 
We support achieving a fully-funded public employees retirement system within a reasonable period of time. The 
State should fully fund its portion of the employer contributions, and the local KPERS should be separated from 
the state and school retirement system. The system should accumulate sufficient assets during members’ working 
lifetimes to pay all promised benefits when members retire.    
 

KANSAS OPEN RECORDS AND OPEN MEETINGS ACT 
We believe that an open government is essential to building public confidence. We support the retention of the 
exceptions in the Kansas Open Records Act and the permitted subject matters for executive sessions contained 
in the Open Meetings Act currently found in the law. Additionally, we support the existing allowances for cost 
recovery for open records included under current law. 
 

NON-PARTISAN ELECTIONS 
We support the current schedule and structure of local elections and are opposed to any legislation that would 
require that local elections be conducted with partisan identification, or vacancies in non-partisan elected 
positions be filled through partisan means.   
 

LEGISLATIVE PARTICIPATION 
We support local officials and their representatives’ ability to freely participate in the legislative process through 
advocacy and education on issues affecting local governments.  Local officials, representing their citizens and 
taxpayers, must retain the authority to make decisions regarding membership in organizations and to participate 
in the legislative process through advocacy without cumbersome reporting requirements.  
 

INTERNATIONAL SYMBOL OF ACCESS 
Johnson County supports updating the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations to allow for the use of 
the new concept “Accessible Icon” to identify ADA compliance, and urges the Kansas Legislature to encourage 
the United States Government to make the necessary changes to law to allow for its use. The symbol aims to 
remove the idea that it is representative of people with disabilities and change the focus to reinforcing that people 
with disabilities can be active and engaged in their lived environment. The goal is to change the perceptions of 
how society and individuals view people with disabilities. 
 

METRO LAW ENFORCEMENT MUTUAL AID 
We support mutual aid legislation allowing law enforcement agencies to work cooperatively with their counterparts 
in adjoining states. Such agreements can foster more efficient responses to emergencies.  











ADMINISTRATION 

 

Committee of the Whole: December 15, 2014 

City Council Meeting:  January 5, 2014  

 

 

Consider Ordinances Amending Chapter XI of the Municipal Code, revising the 

definition of Trucks and adding Article 15, RV Parking and Storage  

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

Over the past year the City Council has discussed revisions to the Recreational Vehicles and 

Equipment Parking and Storage provisions.  A City Council work group was formed to look at 

the issue.  Proposed new regulations were brought before the City Council in August.  As part 

of this revision, the RV Parking and Storage provisions will move to Chapter XI of the 

Municipal Code from the Zoning Ordinances.  The following represents a summary of the 

recommended changes from the City Council work group as presented to the Committee of the 

Whole in August.   

 

Summary of current provisions and recommended changes/additions in bold text: 

 All RVs must be parked on a hard surface 

 Items shall not be permanently parked in front of the front building line or in 

front of the front building line of the properties directly adjacent.  

 Five feet away from rear lot line  

 Five feet away from side lot line  

 In all instances, an RV must be at least 15 feet from the street.  

 RV must be fully screened up to 6 feet  

 All covers must be custom fit to the contours of the boat, RV or trailer (Note, 

covers are not required, only if one is present). 

 

As part of these revisions and the movement of these regulations in to Chapter XI, the Police 

Department and Codes Administration staff have discussed updating the definition of Truck. 

This definition currently is found in Chapter XI, specifically 11-711. “Truck” is also currently 

found in the definitions for Chapter 19.38.  At the December 1 Committee of the Whole 

Meeting, the Committee provided direction on the current interpretation of Truck to 

incorporate into the revisions.   

 

The attached drafts incorporate the revisions that have been discussed over the past few months 

related to the definition of Trucks and the RV storage provisions.  

 

One item for Council to discuss is the effective date of these changes.  During the Work Group 

discussions on this topic, it was recognized that screening other necessary changes to 

accommodate RVs on property could take time.  Council should provide direction on an 

effective date.   

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 Redline version, Article 7 (definition of trucks) 

 

 



 Redline version, Article 15 (RV Storage) – Note:  This redline version incorporates the  

revisions to the Parking and Storage Section 11-1503 that were presented to and 

discussed by the Council in August and November but does not show as redline. 

Revisions shown in this draft are additional revisions made by the City Attorney 

regarding definitions, penalties and other minor technical items.   

 Ordinance adopting Article 7 (this includes “clean” version of text) 

 Ordinance adopting Article 15 (this includes “clean” version of text)  

 

PREPARED BY: 

Kate Gunja 

Assistant City Administrator 

Date: December 11, 2014 

 

 



ARTICLE 7.  LOCAL TRAFFIC REGULATIONS 
 

11-701.  DEFINITIONS.   

 

 A.  “Bus” shall mean a motor vehicle, other than vehicles commonly referred to as 

passenger vans, full size vans or minivans, designed or used to carry 10 or more 

passengers.  

 

 B. “Commercial vehicle” shall mean any motor vehicle other than bus or a 

passenger vehicle (as each is defined in this article) or a recreational vehicle (as 

defined in Section 11-1501 of Article 15 of this Chapter). 

 

 C. “Passenger vehicle” means a motor vehicle designed primarily for the 

transportation of people as opposed to equipment, freight or other vehicles, and 

sold primarily to individuals for personal use, and includes cars, except as 

excluded below, vehicles commonly referred to as passenger vans, full size 

vans or minivans (whether or not seats have been removed to allow the 

carrying of cargo), and, except as excluded below, vehicles commonly referred 

to as pickup trucks.   

 

  A motor vehicle shall not be excluded from the definition of “passenger 

vehicle” (a) because such vehicle is carrying items commonly found in 

residential areas, such as ladders, saw horses, or building materials, or (b) 

because accessories, such as racks, storage boxes or shells have been added to 

the vehicle, provided that the original exterior walls of the vehicle remain 

intact.  

 

  The following vehicles are excluded from the term “passenger vehicle”: 

 

 (a)  Pickup trucks that do not have the traditional pickup bed and side 

walls; 

 

 (b)  Vans that have extended height or width and are primarily designed to 

carry cargo instead of passengers;    

 

 (c)  Vehicles with aerial buckets or platforms (e.g. "cherry pickers"), 

welding equipment, mechanical lifts or arms designed to assist in loading 

and unloading freight; and   

 

 (d)  Vehicles commonly referred to as step vans, box vans, flatbed trucks, 

buses as defined in this article, semi-tractors and trailers, former military 

vehicles, cement mixers, construction equipment, and any vehicle with 

dual rear axles. 

 



 D. “A.Traffic Signs -- Any signs” means any sign, marking or device placed or 

erected by authority of a public body or official having jurisdiction for the 

purpose of regulating, warning or guiding traffic. 

 

E. “B.Traffic Signal -- Any signal” means any device whether manually, electrically 

or mechanically operated by which traffic is alternatively directed to stop and 

permitted to proceed. 

 

F. “Truck” means any bus or commercial vehicle as defined in this article. 

  

11-702.  TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES AND MARKINGS.  The current Standard 

Traffic Ordinance as for Kansas Cities adopted by the city from time to time 

pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter is hereby modified by adding thereto the 

following: 

 The governing body may, by resolution, establish and fix the location of such 

traffic control devices as may be deemed necessary to guide and warn traffic under 

the provisions of this chapterarticle, other traffic ordinances and the state laws.  The 

city shall place and maintain such traffic control signs, signals and devices when and 

as may be required by the authority of the governing body to make effective the 

provisions of this chapter article and other ordinances for the regulation of traffic.  

Any official traffic control device placed pursuant to this section shall be marked 

and labeled on a map of the City of Prairie Village for the purpose of displaying all 

such traffic control devices and shall be filed with the city clerk to be open to 

inspection and available to the public at all reasonable hours of business.   

 

11-70411-703.  TRAFFIC CONTROL LOCATIONS.  There is incorporated by reference 

for the purpose of regulating traffic within the city limits, that certain traffic control 

locations adopted by the governing body and on file in the office of the city clerk 

and all additions and/or elections made by council hereinafter be adopted traffic 

control locations in the city.   

 

 11-705. AMENDMENT TO STANDARD TRAFFIC ORDINANCE; REPEALED. 
 

11-70611-704.  SAME; SPEED LIMIT CHANGES.  

 A. It having been determined upon the basis of an engineering and traffic 

investigation that the speed limits permitted by state law and by Section 33 of 

the current Standard Traffic Ordinance (Edition of 2004) for Kansas Cities 

adopted by the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter, are 

greater or less than is reasonable or safe under the conditions found to exist 

upon the following streets and/or parts of streets, the following speed limits 

shall apply where indicated, except as provided in subsections (b) and (c) 

hereof: 

 (1)(1) 75th Street from State Line Road to Walmer Street -- 35 miles per 

hour. 

 (2)(2) Mission Road, from 75th Street south to 95th Street, within the city 

-- 35 miles per hour. 
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 (3)(3) Mission Road, from northern City limit south to 75
th
 Street -- 30 

miles per hour. 

 (4)(4) Nall Avenue from 63
rd

 Street to 95
th
 Street -- 35 miles per hour. 

(5) (5) Roe Avenue from northern City limit to 95
th
 Street  -- 35 miles per hour. 

 (6)(6) 95th Street from Mission Road to Nall Avenue -- 35 miles per 

hour. 

 (7)(7) 83rd Street from eastern City limit to Lamar Avenue -- 30 miles 

per hour. 

 (8)(8) State Line Road from 71st Street south to 75h Street -- 30 miles 

per hour. 

 (9)(9) State Line Road from 75
th

 Street south to the southern city limits -- 

35 miles per hour. 

  (10)(10) Cambridge from State Line Road to Somerset Drive -- 30 miles per 

hour. 

  (11)(11) Somerset Drive from State Line Road to Nall Avenue -- 30 miles 

per hour 

  (12)(12) 79
th
 Street from state Line Road to Mission Road -- 25 miles per 

hour 

  (13)(13) 79
th
 Street from Mission Road to Lamar Avenue -- 30 miles per 

hour 

 (14)(14) Tomahawk Road between Mission Road and Nall Avenue -- 30 

miles per hour. 

 (15)(15) Tomahawk Road between Nall Avenue and 79
th

 Street -- 25 miles 

per hour 

 (16)(16) 71
st
 Street between State Line Road and Reeds Drive -- 30 miles 

per hour 

 (17)(17) 63
rd

 Street between Mission Road and Nall Avenue, within the 

City -- 30 miles per hour. 

 (18)(18) All other residential streets not herein otherwise designated -- 25 

miles per hour. 

 

B. Except as provided in subsection (c) hereof, the maximum speed limit upon 

streets or portions of streets abutting school property or adjacent to school 

crosswalks in those areas designated as school zones shall be the speed limit 

posted on the appropriately erected signs giving notice of the speed limit in 

said school zones.  The maximum speed to be posted within each school zone 

shall be determined by the traffic engineer retained by the City to consult on 

traffic matters, provided the speed limit shall not be less than 20 miles per 

hour.  Maximum speed limits within school zones shall be effective and subject 

to enforcement by law enforcement officers during those time periods set forth 

on appropriately erected signs giving notice of the effective hours of 

enforcement or during those times a flashing yellow beacon is in operation 

with appropriately erected signs indicating the school zone speed limits are 

enforced during the times the flashing yellow beacon is in operation.  Said 

traffic engineer shall determine the times of enforcement for school zones 

within the City, provided such speed limits shall apply only during 
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the hours in which students are normally en route to or from school. 

 

C. Notwithstanding subsection (b), it having been determined upon the basis of an 

engineering and traffic investigation that the speed limits currently posted for 

certain school zones along Mission Road are greater or less than is reasonable 

or safe under the conditions found to exist therein, a speed limit of 25 miles per 

hour shall apply at the following streets and/or parts of streets as shall be 

posted in accordance with subsection (b) hereof and during those time periods 

set forth on appropriately erected signs giving notice of the effective hours of 

enforcement or during those times a flashing yellow beacon is in operation; 

a. 94
th
 Street & Mission Road (Cure of Ars School) 

b. 83
rd

 Street & Mission Road (Corinth Elementary School) 

c. 73
rd

 Street & Mission Road (St. Ann’s School) 

d. 67
th
 Street & Mission Road (Prairie Elementary School) 

e. e. 63
rd

 Street & Mission Road (Indian Hills Middle School) 

 

 11-707. SAME; REPEALED. 
11-70911-705.  SAME; ACCESSIBLE PARKING.  Section 87, entitled “Accessible 

Parking ” of the “current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities, Edition of 
2003 adopted by the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter, is 

hereby amended to provide for a mandatory fine of $100 in subsection (e)(2), which 

is amended to read as follows: 

(e)(2)  Violation of subsection (e)(1) is punishable by a mandatory fine of $100.   

 

11-71011-706.  TRUCK TRAFFIC; REGULATION.  No truck as defined in section 11-
211 11-701 of this article (except as is those owned and/or operated by the City, 

emergency vehicles, or those operated by public utilities and engaged in the repair , 
maintenance or construction of streets within the cityutilities, and buses picking up 

and dropping off passengers in residential areas) shall be allowed to enter upon any 

of the streets of the city except the following named streets: 

(a)(a) 75th Street; 

(b)(b) 95th Street; 

(c)(c) Nall Avenue; 

(d)(d) State Line, from 75th Street to 79th Street; 

(e)(e) Mission Road from Tomahawk to 95th Street; 

provided, that at the time of any alleged violation of these restrictions, there shall be 

posted upon the streets of the city, signs indicating streets which allow truck traffic. 

Trucks and other motor vehicles delivering or receiving goods or merchandise to or 

from any house or premises within the city shall be permitted to enter thereon while 

delivering the goods or merchandise, provided that the trucks and other motor vehicles 
travel as close to their destination point as is reasonably possible on the closest 

designated truck route, then from that truck route using the most direct route to the 

point of pick up or delivery and shall return to the nearest designated truck route 

after the delivery as is reasonably possible. 
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 11-711. TRUCK; DEFINED. As used herein, truck means any self-propelled motor 
vehicle designed for or used for the transportation or delivery of freight and merchandise 
with a gross weight in excess of three-quarter ton.  

11-71211-707.  PARKING; TWO-HOUR LIMIT.  No vehicle of any type other than 
anautomobile designed primarily to carry 10 or fewer passengers and which is not used as a 
trucka passenger vehicle, shall be parked on any street of the city for more than two 

hours between 12:01 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. of the day; provided, however, nothing 
contained in this section shall limit the right to park certain vehicles upon a public street or 
roadway within a residential area of the city as provided in the “Zoning Regulations of the 

City of Prairie Village,” which are incorporated by reference at section 16-201.   
 

11-71311-708.  STOPPING, STANDING AND PARKING; WHERE PROHIBITED.  No 

driver of a vehicle shall stop, stand or park or cause to be placed, left or stopped 

such vehicle in any of the following places, except when necessary to avoid conflict 

with other traffic or in compliance with the direction of a police officer or traffic-

control sign or signal, on private property or upon any area developed as an off-

street parking facility, without the consent of the owner, lessee or person in charge 

of any such private property or facility.   

 

11-71411-709.  DRIVING, STOPPING, STANDING AND PARKING OF MOTOR 

VEHICLES IN BICYCLE LANE; PROHIBITED.  No driver of any motor vehicle 

shall drive, stop, park or allow the vehicle to stand in any path or roadway area set 

aside, designated and marked for the exclusive use of bicycles.  For purposes of this 

article, motorized bicycles shall not be considered as motor vehicles.   

 

11-71511-710.  PARTIES TO VIOLATION.  Every person who commits, attempts to 

commit, conspires to commit or aids or abets in the commission of any act declared 

herein to be unlawful, whether individually or in connection with one or more other 

persons, or as a principal, agent or accessory is guilty of such offense and every 

person who falsely, fraudulently, forcibly or willfully induces, causes, coerces, 

requires, permits or directs another to violate any provisions of sections 11208:218 
11-208:218 is likewise guilty of such offense. Every person who knowingly and 

willfully gives to a police officer false information is guilty of a misdemeanor.   

 

 11-717. DRIVING EMERGENCY. When snow, sleet or freezing rain is causing 
slippery or hazardous conditions which might lead to serious traffic congestion, the mayor 
of the city may declare a traffic emergency. Until such is terminated, no vehicle shall be 
operated on any emergency route, as defined in section 11-219 without first having 
equipped such vehicle with effective skid chains or snow tires, excepting that vehicles with 
dual wheels need not be equipped with skid chains or snow tires.  

11-72011-711.  SLEDDING ON STREETS.  It is unlawful for any person upon a sled or 

riding on or by means of any sled or coaster, or similar device, to go upon any street 

or roadway within the city except while crossing a street on a crosswalk, or upon a 

street specifically authorized for such purpose by order of the chief of police during 

the times designated by him or her for that purpose.  
 



 11-721. VEHICLES PROHIBITED WITHIN CERTAIN AREAS IN RESIDENTIAL 
ZONES. No vehicle or part of such vehicle shall be parked or stored in the front setback 
area of any lot in a residential zone or the side setback area without first obtaining a permit.  

 11-722. DRIVING UPON IMPROVED CREEKBEDS. No person shall operate or 
11-712.  DRIVING UPON IMPROVED CREEKBEDS.  No person shall operate or 

cause to be operated any licensed or unlicensed motor vehicle or motorized bicycle 

(as defined by the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted by 

the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter), or other motorized 

conveyance within or upon any improved creek bed or unimproved watercourse 

within the city, except at the direction of the city and as necessary to maintain the 

improved creek beds.  As used in this section, an “improved creek bed ” shall be 

defined as any watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch which has been temporarily 

or permanently improved by the placement or construction of cement sides, walls, 

bed or other enclosure within or upon the watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch. 

“Unimproved watercourse ” means any watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch 

upon which no improvements or structured modifications have been made.   

 

11-72311-713.  REGULATION OF THE USE OF PUBLIC STREETS BY 

INDIVIDUALS WHILE JOGGING AND RUNNING.  For purposes of public 

safety and welfare, any person using the public streets of the city during the period 

from a half-hour after sunset to a half-hour before sunrise and at any other time 

when there is not sufficient light to render clearly discernible persons and vehicles 

on the highway at a distance of 500 feet ahead, shall be required to wear on his or 

her person some type of reflective apparel or materials of sufficient size and 

placement so as to be visible to vehicular traffic from a distance of 200 feet, in 

addition to comply with the provisions of the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for 

Kansas Cities, which apply to pedestrians, as incorporated by reference in section 11-601.  
adopted by the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter.   

 

11-724.11-714.  PARKING OF TRUCKS AND BUSES IN R-1 DISTRICTS.  A.In District 
R-1In all residential zoning districts, the parking of trucks and buses as defined in 

this article is expressly prohibited in residential driveways except such vehicles may 

temporarily be parked in residential driveways if such parking does not create a 

safety hazard; and 

 (A)(1) Such vehicle is in the process of delivering goods or merchandise; 

or 

 (B)(2) Such vehicle is being used for construction purposes for 

construction work in progress on the property. 

  
B. For purposes of this article, the following definitions apply: 

(1) Truck shall mean any self-propelled motor vehicle designed or used for the 
transportation or delivery or carriage of freight, equipment or merchandise with a 
gross weight in excess of three-quarter ton. 

(2) Bus shall mean a self-propelled motor vehicle designed or used to carry 10 or 
more passengers. 

 11-725. CHEMICAL TEST. Any person who operates a motor vehicle upon a public 



11-41 

11-715.  CHEMICAL TEST.  Any person who operates a motor vehicle upon a public 

highway in this state shall be deemed to have given his or her consent to submit to a 

chemical test of his or her breath, blood, urine or saliva for the purpose of 

determining the alcoholic content of his or her blood whenever he or she is arrested 

or otherwise taken into custody for any offense involving operating a motor vehicle 

under the influence of intoxicating liquor in violation of a state statute or a city 

ordinance and the arresting officer has reasonable grounds to believe that prior to his 

or her arrest the person was driving under the influence of intoxicating liquor.  The 

test shall be administered at the direction of the arresting officer. If the person so 

arrested refuses a request to submit to the test, it shall not be given and the arresting 

officer shall mail to the vehicle department of the Kansas Department of Revenue a 

sworn report of the refusal, stating that prior to the arrest he or she had reasonable 

grounds to believe that the person was driving under the influence of intoxicating 

liquor.   

of intoxicating liquor.  
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ARTICLE 15 - RECREATIONAL VEHICLES AND  

EQUIPMENT- - PARKING AND STORAGE 

 
11-1501 Declaration of Purpose and Intent. 
The City Council, in order to preserve the residential character of its neighborhoods, declares that it is 
necessary and desirable to adopt and impose reasonable regulations and restrictions on the storage and 

parking of recreational vehicles, and storage of commercial goods and equipment.  The City Council finds 

that this is consistent with existing zoning ordinances and necessary to implement such existing zoning 

ordinances, which establish areas to be used exclusively for residential purposes.  This chapter is adopted 
to promote the public safety,  health and welfare of the city for the following reasons:  improper storage 

of vehicles containing propane gas receptacles or permanent connections of electrical power to 

recreational vehicles provide potential fire hazards; parking of large recreational vehicles or recreational 
equipment on or near a public street can greatly reduce visibility for drivers proceeding on a public 

roadway; recreational vehicles frequently contains sanitary facilities which present substantial health 

problems if wastes are improperly disposed of.  Recreational vehicles stored and potentially used on a 

permanent basis conflict with the principles of residential zoning, particularly with reference to the 
desired density, lot size and setback provided for in these zoning ordinances.  Uncontrolled and 

unrestricted parking of the recreational vehicles may adversely affect the salability of adjoining lots and 

the property value of the residence. 
 

11-1502 Definitions. 

A. The definitions set forth in this section shall be applicable to this chapter exclusively and shall not 

supersede, amend or alter other regulatory or zoning ordinances or enactments of the city. 

A. 1."Converted vehicles"  - Any means any combination of the vehicles described in 

this section, which although not originally designed and not suitable for 

occupancy, have been converted or modified to provide temporary, movable 

living quarters containing facilities for cooking, sleeping, or sanitation. 

 

B. 3."House trailer" - A means a trailer or semi-trailer which is designed, constructed 

and equipped as a dwelling place, living abode, or sleeping place, either 

permanently or temporarily, and is equipped as a conveyance on streets or 

highways; a trailer or semi-trailer whose chassis and exterior shell is designed and 

constructed for use as a house trailer as defined above, but which is used instead 

permanently or temporarily, for advertising, sales, display, or promotion of merchandise 
or services, or for any other commercial purpose except the transportation of property for 

hire and the transportation for distribution by a private carrier. 

 

4. "Light truck" - For purposes of this chapter, a "light truck" is a motor vehicle designed, 

used and maintained primarily for the transportation of property and materials, but which 

has a manufacturer's gross weight of three-fourths ton or less and does not at any point 

exceed seven (7) feet in height or eighteen (18) feet in length. 

5. "Light van" - A vehicle otherwise meeting the definition of a van, but which has a 

manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rate of three-fourths ton or less and does not at any 

point exceed seven (7) feet in height or eighteen (18) feet in length. 

C. 6."Permanent parking" - The means the parking on the permanent driveway of a 

residence or on a pad, or in the yard of any of vehicles or equipment for a period 

greater than seven (7) days in a thirty (30 ) day period. 
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D. 7."Person" - Any means any individual, partnership, joint venture, corporation, or 

other business or legal entity. 

 

8. "Pickup truck" - For purposes of this chapter, is a motor vehicle with open cargo area 

designed, used and maintained primarily for the transportation of property which has a 

manufacturer’s gross weight of greater than three-fourths ton and which, at any point, 
exceeds seven (7) feet in height or which, at any given point, exceeds eighteen (18) feet 

in length. 

E. 9."Recreational conveyance" - A means a vehicular type unit built on or for use on 

a chassis and designed primarily as living quarters for recreational, camping, 

vacation or travel use, and which has its own motive motor power or is mounted 

on or drawn by another vehicle. 

 

F. 10."Recreational equipment" - That means that which an occupant or owner may 

desire for convenience to store on his lot, but which item is normally and 

principally transported for use off the lot on a trailer or other vehicle and which is 

not used by the very nature and utility of the item in connection with customary 

accessory residential uses on the lot.  Included in the meaning of equipment are 

such large items of equipment as slide-in campers, folding tent trailers, boats, 

hang gliders, snow mobiles, floats, rafts and jet skis.  However, it is provided that 

in the case of those items which are transported on trailers designed to carry more 

than one item, such as jet skis and snowmobiles, such trailer shall be considered 

as the unit of recreational equipment and the item transported shall not be so 

considered. 

 

G. 11."Recreational vehicle" - Includes means any recreational 

conveyancesconveyance, house trailerstrailer, trucks trailer, trailers, pickup trucks, 

vans and converted vehiclesvehicle.  However, it is further provided that the The term 

“recreational vehicle” shall not include the following defined vehicles: light trucks; 

light vans; light trucks having a slide-in camper.buses or commercial vehicles as those 

terms are defined in Section 11-701 of Article 7 of this Chapter. 

 

H. 12."Slide-in campers, shells and truck caps" - Those mean those items structured 

and designed to be mounted temporarily or permanently in the bed of a pickup or 

light truck, to provide enclosed storage space for transportation or property or 

quarters for recreational, camping, vacation or travel use.  When mounted, the 

entire unit, consisting of the pickup or light truck, and the slide-in camper, shell or 

truck cap constitutes a recreational vehicle.  When dismounted, the slide-in 

camper, shell, or truck cap becomes an item of recreational equipment. 

 

I. 13."Storage" - The means the placing of any of vehicles or equipment within an 

enclosed structure which obscures such vehicles from view. 

 

J. 13."Temporary parking" - The means the parking on the permanent portion of a 

resident's driveway of any of the above described recreational vehicles or 

recreational equipment for the purpose of loading, unloading, cleaning and minor 

emergency type repairs, and for a period not to exceed seven (7) days  within any 
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thirty(30) day period. 

 

K. 15."Trailer" - Any means any vehicle without motor power designed to carry 

property or passengers wholly on its own structure and to be drawn by a motor 

vehicle. 

 

16. "Truck" - A motor vehicle which is designed, used and maintained primarily for the 

transportation of property or materials. 

17. "Van" - Includes panel trucks and those vehicles commonly known as auto vans which 

provide an enclosed cargo area for the transportation of property, or have been designed 
to carry passengers or provide quarters for recreational camping, vacation, or travel use; 

and designed to allow direct access from the driver's cab to the cargo and passenger area. 

11-1503 Parking and Storage. 

Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment may be stored or parked only within any 

district of the City which is zoned for residential use and only in accordance with the following: 

 

A. Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment as defined in this chapter Article may be 

stored within an enclosed structure (which structure otherwise conforms to the zoning 

requirements of the City), or may be permanently parked upon the premises of the owner 

of such recreational vehicle or recreational equipment; provided, however, that, except as 

otherwise provided in this section, said recreational vehicles or recreational equipment 

shall not be permanently parked on or within any required front yard or on or within 

fifteen (15) feet of any street.  Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment shall not 

be permanently parked within five (5) feet of a rear or side property line.  Recreational 

vehicles and recreational equipment shall not be permanently parked in front of the front 

building line of the property in which the recreational vehicle or recreational equipment 

resides, or in front of the front building line of properties directly adjacent.  

B. B.Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment shall be fully screened, provided that 

if such recreational vehicle or recreational equipment is taller than six (6) feet, screening 

above six (6) feet is not required.  For the purpose of this Article, full screening may be 

the use of evergreen plantings or fencing otherwise permitted by the City Code, to 

substantially screen the recreational vehicle or recreational equipment from public and 

ground level view from a neighboring property. 

C. C.The total number of recreational vehicles and recreational equipment, excluding those 

which are parked in an enclosed structure, which may be permanently parked at a 

residence , shall not exceed one. 

D. D.Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment may be permanently parked or stored 

in at the approved locations; provided that such vehicles and equipment are operable and 

carry a current license where required; that any point of such vehicle or equipment which 

touches the ground shall only be set on a hard non permeable surface; provided further 

that such vehicles or equipment have been safely secured for said storage or parking by 

disconnecting all utilities and life support systems, including liquefied petroleum gas 

containers, sewer drainage lines and repair of any valve defects all to be in accordance 

with the storage guidelines recommended by the manufacturer of such recreational 

vehicle or recreational equipment or vehicle. 

E. Recreational equipment or recreational vehicles may be temporarily parked on the 

 permanent driveway portion of the residence for the purpose of loading, unloading, 
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 cleaning and minor emergency type-repair for a period not to exceed seven (7) days  

 within any thirty (30) day period. 

F. All covers for any item (if present) must be custom fit to the contours of the 

 recreational vehicle or recreational equipment.  No tarps or other non-custom fit covers, 

 or ready-fit or semi-custom covers may be used.  A custom fit cover is designed, 

 manufactured or tailored to closely fit the body style and size group of the specific 

 make,  model and year of the item to be covered.   

 
G. The Planning Commission as a conditional use may permit a recreational vehicle  that is  used on 

a regular basis as a second car to be exempt from paragraphs A, B, C & D. 

11-1504 Inhabitation. 

At no time shall a permanently or temporarily parked or stored recreational vehicle or item of 

recreational equipment be occupied or used for living, sleeping, or housekeeping purposes except 

as provided in Section 11-1505 of this chapterArticle. 

 

11-1505 Visitors. 

Visitors to the city may be permitted to park a recreational vehicle or item of recreational 

equipment on the permanent driveway portion of a residence and occupy said vehicle or 

equipment for sleeping purposes only, or occupy for sleeping purposes a recreational vehicle or 

recreational equipment already stored or permanently parked upon the premises, by making 

application to the department of public works for a visitors permit.  The Director of Public 

Works is authorized to annually grant three (3) visitors permits for each residence within a 

twelve (12) month period.  Each permit shall be valid for a period of seven (7) days.  Visitors 

may also park such vehicles or equipment on the street for a period of forty-eight (48) hours by 

permit. 

 

11-1506 Utilities. 

A recreational vehicle or recreational equipment may be connected only to the residential 

electrical utility system and only when said vehicle is temporarily parked as defined in this 

chapter Article or when a visitors visitor’s permit has been issued.  Such connection must be in 

accordance with the city electrical code, and said connection be made available for inspection 

during regular business hours by a city inspector. 

 

11-1507 Storage of Commercial Items. 

Commercial items, including inventory, equipment or goods used, transported or consumed in 

the course of a trade or business, shall only be stored within a recreational vehicle or item of 

recreational equipment if completely enclosed within such vehicle or equipment and not visible 

from adjacent property. 

 

11-1508.    Buses and Commercial Vehicles. 

Nothing contained in this Article shall be deemed to permit the storage or parking of commercial 

vehicles or buses (as each are defined in Section 11-701 of Article 7 of this Chapter) within any 

district of the city which is zoned as a residential district except as permitted in Article 7 of this 

Chapter. 

 

11-1509. Penalty for Violations and Civil Remedies. 
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A. The violation of any provision of this Article is hereby declared to be a public offense 

and, pursuant to the authority of K.S.A. 12-761, a misdemeanor, and any person, firm, 

association, partnership or corporation convicted thereof shall be punished by a fine not 

to exceed $500 or by imprisonment for not more than six months for each offense or both 

such fine and imprisonment.  Each day’s violation of this Article shall constitute a 

separate offense. 

 

B. The City shall have the authority to maintain civil suits or actions in any court of 

competent jurisdiction for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Article and to 

abate nuisances maintained in violation thereof.   In the event any recreational vehicle is 

or is proposed to be used in violation of this Article, the City may, in addition to other 

remedies, institute injunction, mandamus or other appropriate action or proceeding to 

prevent unlawful activities, or to correct or abate such violation. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER XI, ENTITLED “PUBLIC 

OFFENSES AND TRAFFIC” OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF 

PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS, BY REPEALING AND REPLACING 

THE EXISTING ARTICLE 7, ENTITLED “RECREATIONAL 

VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT- PARKING AND STORAGE” 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF PRAIRIE 

VILLAGE, KANSAS  

 

SECTION 1.   A Article 7 “LOCAL TRAFFIC REGULATIONS” OF  Chapter XI “Public 

Offenses and Traffic”, of the Code of the City of Prairie Village, is hereby repealed and 

replaced with a new Article 7, to read as follows: 

 

 

ARTICLE 7.  LOCAL TRAFFIC REGULATIONS 
 

ARTICLE 7.  LOCAL TRAFFIC REGULATIONS 
 

11-701.  DEFINITIONS.   

 

 A.  “Bus” shall mean a motor vehicle, other than vehicles commonly referred to as 

passenger vans, full size vans or minivans, designed or used to carry 10 or 

more passengers.  

 

 B. “Commercial vehicle” shall mean any motor vehicle other than bus or a 

passenger vehicle (as each is defined in this article) or a recreational vehicle 

(as defined in Section 11-1501 of Article 15 of this Chapter). 

 

 C. “Passenger vehicle” means a motor vehicle designed primarily for the 

transportation of people as opposed to equipment, freight or other vehicles, 

and sold primarily to individuals for personal use, and includes cars, except as 

excluded below, vehicles commonly referred to as passenger vans, full size 

vans or minivans (whether or not seats have been removed to allow the 

carrying of cargo), and, except as excluded below, vehicles commonly referred 

to as pickup trucks.   

 

  A motor vehicle shall not be excluded from the definition of “passenger 

vehicle” (a) because such vehicle is carrying items commonly found in 

residential areas, such as ladders, saw horses, or building materials, or (b) 

because accessories, such as racks, storage boxes or shells have been added to 

the vehicle, provided that the original exterior walls of the vehicle remain 

intact.  
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  The following vehicles are excluded from the term “passenger vehicle”: 

 

 (a)  Pickup trucks that do not have the traditional pickup bed and side 

walls; 

 

 (b)  Vans that have extended height or width and are primarily designed 

to carry cargo instead of passengers;    

 

 (c)  Vehicles with aerial buckets or platforms (e.g. "cherry pickers"), 

welding equipment, mechanical lifts or arms designed to assist in loading 

and unloading freight; and   

 

 (d)  Vehicles commonly referred to as step vans, box vans, flatbed trucks, 

buses as defined in this article, semi-tractors and trailers, former military 

vehicles, cement mixers, construction equipment, and any vehicle with 

dual rear axles. 

 

 D. “Traffic signs” means any sign, marking or device placed or erected by 

authority of a public body or official having jurisdiction for the purpose of 

regulating, warning or guiding traffic. 

 

E. “Traffic signal” means any device whether manually, electrically or 

mechanically operated by which traffic is alternatively directed to stop and 

permitted to proceed. 

 

F. “Truck” means any bus or commercial vehicle as defined in this article. 

  

11-702.  TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES AND MARKINGS.  The current Standard 

Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted by the city from time to time pursuant 

to Article 6 of this chapter is hereby modified by adding thereto the following: 

 The governing body may, by resolution, establish and fix the location of such 

traffic control devices as may be deemed necessary to guide and warn traffic under 

the provisions of this article, other traffic ordinances and the state laws.  The city 

shall place and maintain such traffic control signs, signals and devices when and as 

may be required by the authority of the governing body to make effective the 

provisions of this article and other ordinances for the regulation of traffic.  Any 

official traffic control device placed pursuant to this section shall be marked and 

labeled on a map of the City of Prairie Village for the purpose of displaying all 

such traffic control devices and shall be filed with the city clerk to be open to 

inspection and available to the public at all reasonable hours of business.   

 

11-703.  TRAFFIC CONTROL LOCATIONS.  There is incorporated by reference for 

the purpose of regulating traffic within the city limits, that certain traffic control 

locations adopted by the governing body and on file in the office of the city clerk 
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and all additions and/or elections made by council hereinafter be adopted traffic 

control locations in the city.   

 

11-704.  SAME; SPEED LIMIT CHANGES.  

 A. It having been determined upon the basis of an engineering and traffic 

investigation that the speed limits permitted by state law and by Section 33 of 

the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted by the city 

from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter, are greater or less than 

is reasonable or safe under the conditions found to exist upon the following 

streets and/or parts of streets, the following speed limits shall apply where 

indicated, except as provided in subsections (b) and (c) hereof: 

 (1) 75th Street from State Line Road to Walmer Street -- 35 miles per hour. 

 (2) Mission Road, from 75th Street south to 95th Street, within the city -- 35 

miles per hour. 

 (3) Mission Road, from northern City limit south to 75
th
 Street -- 30 miles 

per hour. 

 (4) Nall Avenue from 63
rd

 Street to 95
th
 Street -- 35 miles per hour. 

 (5) Roe Avenue from northern City limit to 95
th

 Street  -- 35 miles per hour. 

 (6) 95th Street from Mission Road to Nall Avenue -- 35 miles per hour. 

 (7) 83rd Street from eastern City limit to Lamar Avenue -- 30 miles per 

hour. 

 (8) State Line Road from 71st Street south to 75h Street -- 30 miles per hour. 

 (9) State Line Road from 75
th

 Street south to the southern city limits -- 35 

miles per hour. 

  (10) Cambridge from State Line Road to Somerset Drive -- 30 miles per hour. 

  (11) Somerset Drive from State Line Road to Nall Avenue -- 30 miles per 

hour 

  (12) 79
th
 Street from state Line Road to Mission Road -- 25 miles per hour 

  (13) 79
th
 Street from Mission Road to Lamar Avenue -- 30 miles per hour 

 (14) Tomahawk Road between Mission Road and Nall Avenue -- 30 miles per 

hour. 

 (15) Tomahawk Road between Nall Avenue and 79
th

 Street -- 25 miles per 

hour 

 (16) 71
st
 Street between State Line Road and Reeds Drive -- 30 miles per hour 

 (17) 63
rd

 Street between Mission Road and Nall Avenue, within the City -- 30 

miles per hour. 

 (18) All other residential streets not herein otherwise designated -- 25 miles 

per hour. 

 

B. Except as provided in subsection (c) hereof, the maximum speed limit upon 

streets or portions of streets abutting school property or adjacent to school 

crosswalks in those areas designated as school zones shall be the speed limit 

posted on the appropriately erected signs giving notice of the speed limit in 

said school zones.  The maximum speed to be posted within each school zone 

shall be determined by the traffic engineer retained by the City to consult on 
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traffic matters, provided the speed limit shall not be less than 20 miles per 

hour.  Maximum speed limits within school zones shall be effective and 

subject to enforcement by law enforcement officers during those time periods 

set forth on appropriately erected signs giving notice of the effective hours of 

enforcement or during those times a flashing yellow beacon is in operation 

with appropriately erected signs indicating the school zone speed limits are 

enforced during the times the flashing yellow beacon is in operation.  Said 

traffic engineer shall determine the times of enforcement for school zones 

within the City, provided such speed limits shall apply only during the hours 

in which students are normally en route to or from school. 

 

C. Notwithstanding subsection (b), it having been determined upon the basis of 

an engineering and traffic investigation that the speed limits currently posted 

for certain school zones along Mission Road are greater or less than is 

reasonable or safe under the conditions found to exist therein, a speed limit of 

25 miles per hour shall apply at the following streets and/or parts of streets as 

shall be posted in accordance with subsection (b) hereof and during those time 

periods set forth on appropriately erected signs giving notice of the effective 

hours of enforcement or during those times a flashing yellow beacon is in 

operation; 

a. 94
th
 Street & Mission Road (Cure of Ars School) 

b. 83
rd

 Street & Mission Road (Corinth Elementary School) 

c. 73
rd

 Street & Mission Road (St. Ann’s School) 

d. 67
th
 Street & Mission Road (Prairie Elementary School) 

e. 63
rd

 Street & Mission Road (Indian Hills Middle School) 

 

11-705.  SAME; ACCESSIBLE PARKING.  Section 87, entitled “Accessible Parking” 

of the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted by the city 

from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter, is hereby amended to 

provide for a mandatory fine of $100 in subsection (e)(2), which is amended to read 

as follows: 

(e)(2)  Violation of subsection (e)(1) is punishable by a mandatory fine of $100.   

 

11-706.  TRUCK TRAFFIC; REGULATION.  No truck as defined in section 11-701 of 

this article (except those owned and/or operated by the City, emergency vehicles, or 

those operated by public utilities and engaged in repair, maintenance or 

construction of utilities, and buses picking up and dropping off passengers in 

residential areas) shall be allowed to enter upon any of the streets of the city except 

the following named streets: 

(a) 75th Street; 

(b) 95th Street; 

(c) Nall Avenue; 

(d) State Line, from 75th Street to 79th Street; 

(e) Mission Road from Tomahawk to 95th Street; 
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provided, that at the time of any alleged violation of these restrictions, there shall 

be posted upon the streets of the city, signs indicating streets which allow truck 

traffic. Trucks delivering or receiving goods or merchandise to or from any house 

or premises within the city shall be permitted to enter thereon while delivering the 

goods or merchandise, provided that the trucks travel as close to their destination 

point as is reasonably possible on the closest designated truck route, then from that 

truck route using the most direct route to the point of pick up or delivery and shall 

return to the nearest designated truck route after the delivery as is reasonably 

possible. 

 

11-707.  PARKING; TWO-HOUR LIMIT.  No vehicle of any type other than a 

passenger vehicle, shall be parked on any street of the city for more than two hours 

between 12:01 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. of the day.  

 

11-708.  STOPPING, STANDING AND PARKING; WHERE PROHIBITED.  No 

driver of a vehicle shall stop, stand or park or cause to be placed, left or stopped 

such vehicle in any of the following places, except when necessary to avoid conflict 

with other traffic or in compliance with the direction of a police officer or traffic-

control sign or signal, on private property or upon any area developed as an off-

street parking facility, without the consent of the owner, lessee or person in charge 

of any such private property or facility.   

 

11-709.  DRIVING, STOPPING, STANDING AND PARKING OF MOTOR 

VEHICLES IN BICYCLE LANE; PROHIBITED.  No driver of any motor vehicle 

shall drive, stop, park or allow the vehicle to stand in any path or roadway area set 

aside, designated and marked for the exclusive use of bicycles.  For purposes of this 

article, motorized bicycles shall not be considered as motor vehicles.   

 

11-710.  PARTIES TO VIOLATION.  Every person who commits, attempts to commit, 

conspires to commit or aids or abets in the commission of any act declared herein to 

be unlawful, whether individually or in connection with one or more other persons, 

or as a principal, agent or accessory is guilty of such offense and every person who 

falsely, fraudulently, forcibly or willfully induces, causes, coerces, requires, permits 

or directs another to violate any provisions of sections 11-208:218 is likewise guilty 

of such offense. Every person who knowingly and willfully gives to a police officer 

false information is guilty of a misdemeanor.   

 

11-711.  SLEDDING ON STREETS.  It is unlawful for any person upon a sled or 

riding on or by means of any sled or coaster, or similar device, to go upon any 

street or roadway within the city except while crossing a street on a crosswalk, or 

upon a street specifically authorized for such purpose by order of the chief of police 

during the times designated by him or her for that purpose 

 

11-712.  DRIVING UPON IMPROVED CREEKBEDS.  No person shall operate or 

cause to be operated any licensed or unlicensed motor vehicle or motorized bicycle 
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(as defined by the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted by 

the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter), or other motorized 

conveyance within or upon any improved creek bed or unimproved watercourse 

within the city, except at the direction of the city and as necessary to maintain the 

improved creek beds.  As used in this section, an “improved creek bed” shall be 

defined as any watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch which has been temporarily 

or permanently improved by the placement or construction of cement sides, walls, 

bed or other enclosure within or upon the watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch. 

“Unimproved watercourse” means any watercourse, waterway or drainage ditch 

upon which no improvements or structured modifications have been made.   

 

11-713.  REGULATION OF THE USE OF PUBLIC STREETS BY INDIVIDUALS 

WHILE JOGGING AND RUNNING.  For purposes of public safety and welfare, 

any person using the public streets of the city during the period from a half-hour 

after sunset to a half-hour before sunrise and at any other time when there is not 

sufficient light to render clearly discernible persons and vehicles on the highway at 

a distance of 500 feet ahead, shall be required to wear on his or her person some 

type of reflective apparel or materials of sufficient size and placement so as to be 

visible to vehicular traffic from a distance of 200 feet, in addition to comply with 

the provisions of the current Standard Traffic Ordinance for Kansas Cities adopted 

by the city from time to time pursuant to Article 6 of this chapter.   

 

11-714.  PARKING OF TRUCKS AND BUSES IN R-1 DISTRICTS.  In all residential 

zoning districts, the parking of trucks and buses as defined in this article is 

expressly prohibited in residential driveways except such vehicles may temporarily 

be parked in residential driveways if such parking does not create a safety hazard; 

and 

 (A) Such vehicle is in the process of delivering goods or merchandise; or 

 (B) Such vehicle is being used for construction purposes for construction 

work in progress on the property. 

  

11-715.  CHEMICAL TEST.  Any person who operates a motor vehicle upon a public 

highway in this state shall be deemed to have given his or her consent to submit to a 

chemical test of his or her breath, blood, urine or saliva for the purpose of 

determining the alcoholic content of his or her blood whenever he or she is arrested 

or otherwise taken into custody for any offense involving operating a motor vehicle 

under the influence of intoxicating liquor in violation of a state statute or a city 

ordinance and the arresting officer has reasonable grounds to believe that prior to 

his or her arrest the person was driving under the influence of intoxicating liquor.  

The test shall be administered at the direction of the arresting officer. If the person 

so arrested refuses a request to submit to the test, it shall not be given and the 

arresting officer shall mail to the vehicle department of the Kansas Department of 

Revenue a sworn report of the refusal, stating that prior to the arrest he or she had 

reasonable grounds to believe that the person was driving under the influence of 

intoxicating liquor.   
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 SECTION 2.  This ordinance shall take effect and be enforced from and after its 

passage, approval, and publication as provided by law. 

 

 

 PASSED AND APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF ___________, 2014. 

 

 

      __________________________________ 

      Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 

 

ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

________________________________ ____________________________________ 

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk  Catherine P. Logan, City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER XI, ENTITLED “PUBLIC 

OFFENSES AND TRAFFIC” OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF 

PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS, BY ADDING A NEW ARTICLE 15, 

ENTITLED “RECREATIONAL VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT- 

PARKING AND STORAGE” 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF PRAIRIE 

VILLAGE, KANSAS  

 

SECTION 1.   A new Article 15 “RECREATIONAL VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT-

PARKING AND STORAGE” is hereby added to Chapter XI “Public Offenses and Traffic”, of 

the Code of the City of Prairie Village to read as follows: 

 

 

ARTICLE 15 - RECREATIONAL VEHICLES AND  

EQUIPMENT - PARKING AND STORAGE 

 

11-1502 Definitions. 

A. "Converted vehicles"  means any combination of the vehicles described in this 

section, which although not originally designed and not suitable for occupancy, 

have been converted or modified to provide temporary, movable living quarters 

containing facilities for cooking, sleeping, or sanitation. 

 

B. "House trailer" means a trailer or semi-trailer which is designed, constructed and 

equipped as a dwelling place, living abode, or sleeping place, either permanently 

or temporarily, and is equipped as a conveyance on streets or highways. 

 

C. "Permanent parking" means the parking on the permanent driveway of a 

residence or on a pad, or in the yard of any of vehicles or equipment for a period 

greater than seven (7) days in a thirty (30) day period. 

 

D. "Person" means any individual, partnership, joint venture, corporation, or other 

business or legal entity. 

 

E. "Recreational conveyance" means a vehicular type unit built on or for use on a 

chassis and designed primarily as living quarters for recreational, camping, 

vacation or travel use, and which has its own motor power or is mounted on or 

drawn by another vehicle. 

 

F. "Recreational equipment" means that which an occupant or owner may desire for 

convenience to store on his lot, but which item is normally and principally 

transported for use off the lot on a trailer or other vehicle and which is not used 

by the very nature and utility of the item in connection with customary accessory 
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residential uses on the lot.  Included in the meaning of equipment are such large 

items of equipment as slide-in campers, folding tent trailers, boats, hang gliders, 

snow mobiles, floats, rafts and jet skis.  However, it is provided that in the case 

of those items which are transported on trailers designed to carry more than one 

item, such as jet skis and snowmobiles, such trailer shall be considered as the 

unit of recreational equipment and the item transported shall not be so 

considered. 

 

G. "Recreational vehicle" means any recreational conveyance, house trailer, trailer, 

and converted vehicle.  The term “recreational vehicle” shall not include buses or 

commercial vehicles as those terms are defined in Section 11-701 of Article 7 of 

this Chapter. 

 

H. "Slide-in campers, shells and truck caps" mean those items structured and 

designed to be mounted temporarily or permanently in the bed of a pickup or 

light truck, to provide enclosed storage space for transportation or property or 

quarters for recreational, camping, vacation or travel use.  When mounted, the 

entire unit, consisting of the pickup or light truck, and the slide-in camper, shell 

or truck cap constitutes a recreational vehicle.  When dismounted, the slide-in 

camper, shell, or truck cap becomes an item of recreational equipment. 

 

I. "Storage" means the placing of any of vehicles or equipment within an enclosed 

structure which obscures such vehicles from view. 

 

J. "Temporary parking" means the parking on the permanent portion of a resident's 

driveway of any of the above described recreational vehicles or recreational 

equipment for the purpose of loading, unloading, cleaning and minor emergency 

type repairs, and for a period not to exceed seven (7) days  within any thirty(30) 

day period. 

 

K. "Trailer" means any vehicle without motor power designed to carry property or 

passengers wholly on its own structure and to be drawn by a motor vehicle. 

 

11-1503 Parking and Storage. 

Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment may be stored or parked only within any 

district of the City which is zoned for residential use and only in accordance with the following: 

 

A. Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment as defined in this Article may be 

stored within an enclosed structure (which structure otherwise conforms to the zoning 

requirements of the City), or may be permanently parked upon the premises of the owner 

of such recreational vehicle or recreational equipment; provided, however, that, except 

as otherwise provided in this section, said recreational vehicles or recreational 

equipment shall not be permanently parked on or within any required front yard or on or 

within  fifteen (15) feet of any street.  Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment 

shall not be permanently parked within five (5) feet of a rear or side property line.  
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Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment shall not be permanently parked in 

front of the front building line of the property in which the recreational vehicle or 

recreational equipment resides, or in front of the front building line of properties directly 

adjacent.  

B. Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment shall be fully screened, provided that if 

such recreational vehicle or recreational equipment is taller than six (6) feet, screening 

above six (6) feet is not required.  For the purpose of this Article, full screening may be 

the use of evergreen plantings or fencing otherwise permitted by the City Code, to 

substantially screen the recreational vehicle or recreational equipment from public and 

ground level view from a neighboring property. 

C. The total number of recreational vehicles and recreational equipment, excluding those 

which are parked in an enclosed structure, which may be permanently parked at a 

residence, shall not exceed one. 

D. Recreational vehicles and recreational equipment may be permanently parked or stored 

at the approved locations; provided that such vehicles and equipment are operable and 

carry a current license where required; that any point of such vehicle or equipment 

which touches the ground shall only be set on a hard non permeable surface; provided 

further that such vehicles or equipment have been safely secured for said storage or 

parking by disconnecting all utilities and life support systems, including liquefied 

petroleum gas containers, sewer drainage lines and repair of any valve defects all to be 

in accordance with the storage guidelines recommended by the manufacturer of such 

recreational vehicle or recreational equipment. 

E. Recreational equipment or recreational vehicles may be temporarily parked on the 

 permanent driveway portion of the residence for the purpose of loading, unloading, 

 cleaning and minor emergency type-repair for a period not to exceed seven (7) days  

 within any thirty (30) day period. 

F. All covers for any item (if present) must be custom fit to the contours of the 

 recreational vehicle or recreational equipment.  No tarps or other non-custom fit covers, 

 or ready-fit or semi-custom covers may be used.  A custom fit cover is designed, 

 manufactured or tailored to closely fit the body style and size group of the specific 

 make,  model and year of the item to be covered.   

 

11-1504 Inhabitation. 

At no time shall a permanently or temporarily parked or stored recreational vehicle or item of 

recreational equipment be occupied or used for living, sleeping, or housekeeping purposes 

except as provided in Section 11-1505 of this Article. 

 

11-1505 Visitors. 

Visitors to the city may be permitted to park a recreational vehicle or item of recreational 

equipment on the permanent driveway portion of a residence and occupy said vehicle or 

equipment for sleeping purposes only, or occupy for sleeping purposes a recreational vehicle or 

recreational equipment already stored or permanently parked upon the premises, by making 

application to the department of public works for a visitors permit.  The Director of Public 

Works is authorized to annually grant three (3) visitors permits for each residence within a 

twelve (12) month period.  Each permit shall be valid for a period of seven (7) days.  Visitors 
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may also park such vehicles or equipment on the street for a period of forty-eight (48) hours by 

permit. 

 

11-1506 Utilities. 

A recreational vehicle or recreational equipment may be connected only to the residential 

electrical utility system and only when said vehicle is temporarily parked as defined in this 

Article or when a visitor’s permit has been issued.  Such connection must be in accordance with 

the city electrical code, and said connection be made available for inspection during regular 

business hours by a city inspector. 

 

11-1507 Storage of Commercial Items. 

Commercial items, including inventory, equipment or goods used, transported or consumed in 

the course of a trade or business, shall only be stored within a recreational vehicle or item of 

recreational equipment if completely enclosed within such vehicle or equipment and not visible 

from adjacent property. 

 

11-1508.    Buses and Commercial Vehicles. 

Nothing contained in this Article shall be deemed to permit the storage or parking of 

commercial vehicles or buses (as each are defined in Section 11-701 of Article 7 of this 

Chapter) within any district of the city which is zoned as a residential district except as 

permitted in Article 7 of this Chapter. 

 

11-1509. Penalty for Violations and Civil Remedies. 

A. The violation of any provision of this Article is hereby declared to be a public offense 

and, pursuant to the authority of K.S.A. 12-761, a misdemeanor, and any person, firm, 

association, partnership or corporation convicted thereof shall be punished by a fine not 

to exceed $500 or by imprisonment for not more than six months for each offense or 

both such fine and imprisonment.  Each day’s violation of this Article shall constitute a 

separate offense. 

 

B. The City shall have the authority to maintain civil suits or actions in any court of 

competent jurisdiction for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Article and to 

abate nuisances maintained in violation thereof.   In the event any recreational vehicle is 

or is proposed to be used in violation of this Article, the City may, in addition to other 

remedies, institute injunction, mandamus or other appropriate action or proceeding to 

prevent unlawful activities, or to correct or abate such violation. 

 

 

 SECTION 2.  This ordinance shall take effect and be enforced from and after its 

passage, approval, and publication as provided by law. 
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 PASSED AND APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF ___________, 2014. 

 

 

      __________________________________ 

      Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 

 

ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

________________________________ ____________________________________ 

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk  Catherine P. Logan, City Attorney 
 

 



 

 

COUNCIL MEETING AGENDACOUNCIL MEETING AGENDACOUNCIL MEETING AGENDACOUNCIL MEETING AGENDA    
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGECITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGECITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGECITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE    

Council ChambersCouncil ChambersCouncil ChambersCouncil Chambers    
December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014    

7:30 PM7:30 PM7:30 PM7:30 PM    
 
I.    CALL TO ORDERCALL TO ORDERCALL TO ORDERCALL TO ORDER    
 
II.    ROLL CALLROLL CALLROLL CALLROLL CALL    
 
III.    PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCEPLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCEPLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCEPLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE    
 
IV.    PRESENTATIONSPRESENTATIONSPRESENTATIONSPRESENTATIONS    
 

Citizens Police Academy GraduationCitizens Police Academy GraduationCitizens Police Academy GraduationCitizens Police Academy Graduation    
 
V.    PUBLIC PARTICIPATIONPUBLIC PARTICIPATIONPUBLIC PARTICIPATIONPUBLIC PARTICIPATION    
 
VI.    CONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDA    
 

All items listed below are considered to be routine by the Governing Body and 
will be enacted by one motion (Roll Call Vote).  There will be no separate 
discussion of these items unless a Council member so requests, in which event 
the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered in its normal 
sequence on the regular agenda. 

 
By StaffBy StaffBy StaffBy Staff    

 
1. Approve regular City Council minutes - December 1, 2014 
2. Approve Claims Ordinance 2924 
3. Approve renewal of City Prosecutor contract 
4. Approve renewal of Public Defender contract 
5. Approve renewal of Spanish-speaking Public Defender contract 
6. Approve an agreement with Iron Mountain to provide records disposal 

services 
7. Approve the contract for HVAC services with O'Dell Service Co. 
8. Approve the contract for pest control services with Pete's Pest Control 
9. Ratify the Mayor's appointment of Serena Schermoly to the Arts Council 
10. Ratify the Mayor's appointment of Robert Roberge Jr.  to the 

Enviroment/Recycle Committee 
11. Ratify Mayor's reappointment of Lori Sitek & Thomas Brill to the Civil 

Service Commission 
12. Adopt resolution 2013-05 establishing 2015 compensation ranges for the 

City of Prairie Village, subject to the review and approval of the City 
Attorney. 

 
VII.    MAYOR'S REPORTMAYOR'S REPORTMAYOR'S REPORTMAYOR'S REPORT    
 
VIII.    COMMITTEE REPORTSCOMMITTEE REPORTSCOMMITTEE REPORTSCOMMITTEE REPORTS    
 

Planning CommissionPlanning CommissionPlanning CommissionPlanning Commission    



 

 

 
PC2014-122 Consider final plat for Mission Chateau 
PC2013-11 Consider request for extension to SUP for Mission Chateau 

 
Council Committee of the WholeCouncil Committee of the WholeCouncil Committee of the WholeCouncil Committee of the Whole    

 
COU2014-49 Consider approval of Council Policy #29 regarding remote 

participation 
COU2014-50 Consider approval of Committee on Committee's 

recommendations and associated Council policies 
COU2014-56 Consider approval of the use of forfeiture funds to purchase a 

van to transport the CIRT Team during operations and training 
COU2014-51 Consider approval of purchase and installation or Public Works 

software 
COU2014-54 Consider approval of request for Contingency Funds for Legal 

Contract Services 
COU2014-55 Consider approval of request for Contingency Funds for October 

KCPL street light and traffic signal billings 
 
IX.    STAFF REPORTSSTAFF REPORTSSTAFF REPORTSSTAFF REPORTS    
 
X.    OLD BUSINESSOLD BUSINESSOLD BUSINESSOLD BUSINESS    
 
XI.    NEW BUSINESSNEW BUSINESSNEW BUSINESSNEW BUSINESS    
 
XII.    ANNOUNCEMENTSANNOUNCEMENTSANNOUNCEMENTSANNOUNCEMENTS    
 
XIII.    ADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENT    
 
 
If any individual requires special accommodations If any individual requires special accommodations If any individual requires special accommodations If any individual requires special accommodations ––––    for example, qualified interpreter, large prinfor example, qualified interpreter, large prinfor example, qualified interpreter, large prinfor example, qualified interpreter, large print, t, t, t, 
reader, hearing assistance reader, hearing assistance reader, hearing assistance reader, hearing assistance ––––    in order to attend the meeting, please notify the City Clerk at 385in order to attend the meeting, please notify the City Clerk at 385in order to attend the meeting, please notify the City Clerk at 385in order to attend the meeting, please notify the City Clerk at 385----
4616, no later than 48 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting.4616, no later than 48 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting.4616, no later than 48 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting.4616, no later than 48 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting.    
If you are unable to attend this meeting, comments may be received by eIf you are unable to attend this meeting, comments may be received by eIf you are unable to attend this meeting, comments may be received by eIf you are unable to attend this meeting, comments may be received by e----mail at mail at mail at mail at 
cityclercityclercityclercityclerk@pvkansas.comk@pvkansas.comk@pvkansas.comk@pvkansas.com    
 



 

 

 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

December 15, 2014 

 
 

 





























COURT ADMINISTRATION  

 

 

City Council Meeting:  December 15, 2014  

 

 

Renewal of City Prosecutor Contract – Debra A. Vermillion, J.D. 

 

  

BACKGROUND 
The Prairie Village Municipal Court Prosecutor is responsible for the prosecution of all 

misdemeanor crimes and traffic offenses that occur within the City. 

 
It is the prosecutor’s responsibility to prepare and attend all hearings to represent the 

City of Prairie Village and any cases appealed to Johnson County District Court.  Debra 

A. Vermillion, J.D. has been City Prosecutor since 2011 and continues to perform 

satisfactorily. 

 

FUNDING SOURCE 
The Municipal Court budgets annually for prosecutor services.  The proposed contract 

is $1,764 per month and the proposed rate is flat from the current contract.   Any 

appellant appearances would be charged at $130 per hour which is also flat from the 

current contract.   

 

RECOMMENDATION 

The City Prosecutor is an appointed position by the Mayor.  Staff recommends that the 

contract be renewed for a period of 6 months to allow for new Mayoral appointments.  

Should Debra Vermillion be appointed by the incoming Mayor, a renewal will be 

drafted to run concurrent with her appointment.   

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Renewal of the City Prosecutors Contract, January 1, 2015-June 31, 2015.  The contract 

has been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 

 

PREPARED BY: 
Rebecca Story 

Interim Court Administrator 

DATE:  December 11, 2014 
 

 

 



RENEWAL OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

CITY PROSECUTOR CONTRACT 

 
 The Professional Services Agreement (“Contract”) between the City of Prairie Village, 

Kansas (“CITY”) and Debra A. Vermillion (the “Contractor”), entered into March 12, 2011, a 

copy of which is attached hereto,  renewed as of January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2014, 

and is hereby renews as of January 1, 2015 as follows: 

 

1. The Contract is renewed for an additional 6 period and shall terminate on June 31, 2015, 

subject to further renewal. 

2. The CITY agrees to compensate the CONTRACTOR for the services described in the 

Contract the monthly sum of $1,764.00 for the renewal period. 

3. Upon recommendation of the Court Administrator the Governing Body will review and 

consider any change to compensation based on cost of living, merit increase, or changes 

in caseload or workload. 

4. Section 6. Insurance, is amended to provide as follows:  The Contractor shall purchase 

and maintain professional liability insurance in minimum amounts of five hundred 

thousand ($500,000) per specific claim and one million dollars ($1,000,000) per 

aggregate claim per occurrence.   Certificates of Insurance evidencing the above coverage 

and acceptable to the City shall be filed with the City at all times while this Contract is in 

effect. 

5. The remaining provisions of the Contract shall remain in full force and effect. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Renewal of City Prosecutor  

Contract to be executed, the day and year first herein written. 

 

       CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 

 

 

       By:        

              Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 

Attest: 

 

       

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk 



 

 

Approved as to form:    CONTRACTOR 

 

 

              

Catherine P. Logan, City Attorney 















COURT ADMINISTRATION  

 

 

City Council Meeting:  December 15, 2014  

 

 

Renewal of Public Defender Contract – Robin A. Lewis, J.D. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 
The Prairie Village Municipal Court Public Defender is responsible for representing 

defendants who have been found indigent by the court and have been charged with 

criminal actions where a jail sentence may be imposed. 

 
Robin Lewis, J.D. has been the Prairie Village Municipal Court Public Defender since 

2011 and continues to perform satisfactorily.  It is the recommendation of Court staff 

that a two year contract be renewed between the City of Prairie Village, KS and public 

defender, Robin Lewis until December 31, 2016. 

 

FUNDING SOURCE 
The Municipal Court budgets annually public defender services.  The proposed contract 

amount is $1,127.20 per month.  The rate is flat from the current contract.   

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve the renewal of the contract with 

Attorney Robin Lewis to provide Public Defender services for the City. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Renewal of the Public Defender Contract, January 1, 2015-December 31, 2016.  The 

contract has been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 

 

PREPARED BY: 
Rebecca Story 

Interim Court Administrator 

DATE:  December 11, 2014 
 

 

 

 



 

RENEWAL OF PUBLIC DEFENDER CONTRACT 

 
 The Public Defender Contract (“Contract”) between the City of Prairie Village, Kansas 

(“CITY”) and Robin A. Lewis (“ATTORNEY”), for the period of January 1, 2008 through 

December 31, 2008, a copy of which is attached hereto, and was renewed on January 1, 2014 

through December 31, 2014, and is hereby renewed, as follows: 

 

1. The Contract is renewed for an additional two year period and shall terminate on 

December 31, 2016, subject to further renewal. 

 

2. The CITY agrees to compensate ATTORNEY for the services described in the Contract 

the monthly sum of $1,127.20 for the period commencing January 1, 2015 through 

December 31, 2016. 

 

3. The remaining provisions of the Contract shall remain in full force and effect. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Renewal to Public Defender 

Contract to be executed, the day and year first herein written. 

 

 

       CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 

 

 

 

       By:        

              Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 

 

Attest: 

 

 

       

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk 

 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

 

       

Catherine P. Logan, City Attorney   ATTORNEY: 

 

 

              

        Robin A. Lewis 













COURT ADMINISTRATION  
 
 

City Council Meeting:  December 15, 2014  
 

 
Renewal of Public Defender Contract – Lenin Guerra, J.D. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Prairie Village Municipal Court Public Defender is responsible for representing 
Spanish speaking defendants who have been found indigent by the court and have been 
charged with criminal actions where a jail sentence may be imposed. 
 
Lenin Guerra has been the Prairie Village Municipal Court Spanish speaking Public 
Defender since 2011 and continues to perform satisfactorily.  It is the recommendation 
of Court staff that a two year contract be renewed between the City of Prairie Village, 
KS and public defender, Lenin Guerra, J.D. until December 31, 2016. 
 
FUNDING SOURCE 
The Municipal Court budgets annually for Spanish speaking public defender services.  
The proposed contract amount is $90 per hour.  The rate is flat from the current 
contract.  Services from Mr. Guerra are accessed on a limited basis and have not been 
accessed to date in 2014.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve the renewal of the contract with 
Attorney Lenin Guerra to provide Spanish speaking Public Defender services for the 
City. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Renewal of the Public Defender Contract, January 1, 2015-December 31, 2016.  The 
contract has been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 
PREPARED BY: 
Rebecca Story 
Interim Court Administrator 
DATE:  December 11, 2014 
 
 



 

RENEWAL OF PUBLIC DEFENDER CONTRACT 

 
 The Public Defender Contract (“Contract”) between the City of Prairie Village, Kansas 

(“CITY”) and Lenin Guerra (“ATTORNEY”), for the period of January 1, 2011 through 

December 31, 2012, a copy of which is attached hereto, and was renewed on July 15, 2013 

through December 31, 2014, a copy of which is attached hereto, is hereby renewed as of January 

1, 2015, as follows: 

 

1. The Contract is renewed for an additional two year period and shall terminate on 

December 31, 2016, subject to further renewal. 

 

2. The CITY agrees to compensate ATTORNEY for the services described in the Contract 

the hourly rate of $90.00 for the period commencing January 1, 2015 through December 

31, 2016. 

 

3. The remaining provisions of the Contract shall remain in full force and effect. 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Renewal to Public Defender 

Contract to be executed, the day and year first herein written. 

 

 

       CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 

 

 

 

       By:        

              Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 

 

Attest: 

 

 

       

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk 

 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

 

       

Catherine P. Logan, City Attorney   ATTORNEY: 

 

 

              

        Lenin Guerra 
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PUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKS    DEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENT    
 

Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: 12/112/112/112/15555/201/201/201/2014444    
    

    
Consider Consider Consider Consider BidBidBidBid    Award for Award for Award for Award for HVACHVACHVACHVAC    ServicesServicesServicesServices    
    
    
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
    
Staff recommends the City Council approve the contract for HVAC Services to O’Dell Service Co. 
Inc for 2015 and renewal in 2016 and 2017. 
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
 
On Friday, November 21, 2014, the City Clerk received a bid for a three year contract to provide 
HVAC Services.  The contract is to provide HVAC service for cooling systems, heating systems, 
Geothermal and repair services for the City buildings.  Three bids were received and a 
comparison is attached showing that the current contractor O’Dell Service Co. is the lowest bid.   
 
 
FUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCE    
 
Funding is available in the 2015 Public Works Operating Budget. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
1. Comparison spreadsheet 
2. Contract for HVAC Services with O’Dell Service Co. 

 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Keith Bredehoeft, Public Works Director      December 3, 2014 
 
    

 



Bid Tab: HVAC

Opened on November 21, 2014

2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate 2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate 2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate

Bidder: Cates Bidder: US Eng Bidder: O'Dell
Location Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost

Public Safety - Spring 1,265.00$   1,390.00$    1,530.00$   1,795.00$   1,849.00$   1,904.50$     570.00$       570.00$       576.00$      

Public Safety - Fall 1,265.00$   1,390.00$    1,503.00$   1,795.00$   1,849.00$   1,904.50$     570.00$       570.00$       576.00$      

Municipal Building - Spring 770.00$      850.00$       940.00$      1,382.00$   1,424.00$   1,467.00$     570.00$       570.00$       576.00$      

Municipal Building - Fall 770.00$      850.00$       940.00$      1,382.00$   1,424.00$   1,467.00$     570.00$       570.00$       576.00$      

Community Center - Spring 110.00$      120.00$       130.00$      167.50$      172.50$      178.00$        95.00$         95.00$         96.00$        

Community Center - Fall 110.00$      120.00$       130.00$      167.50$      172.50$      178.00$        95.00$         95.00$         96.00$        

Public Works - Spring 770.00$      850.00$       935.00$      1,843.00$   1,898.50$   1,955.50$     381.00$       381.00$       385.00$      

Public Works - Fall 770.00$      850.00$       935.00$      1,843.00$   1,898.50$   1,955.50$     760.00$       760.00$       768.00$      

Swimming Pool - Spring 110.00$      120.00$       130.00$      341.00$      351.50$      362.50$        142.50$       142.50$       144.00$      

Swimming Pool - Fall 110.00$      120.00$       130.00$      341.00$      351.50$      362.50$        142.50$       142.50$       144.00$      

Harmon Park - Spring 55.00$        60.00$         65.00$        73.50$        76.00$        78.50$          95.00$         95.00$         96.00$        

Harmon Park - Fall 55.00$        60.00$         65.00$        73.50$        76.00$        78.50$          95.00$         95.00$         96.00$        

Franklin Park - Spring 165.00$      180.00$       200.00$      183.50$      189.00$      195.00$        142.50$       142.50$       144.00$      

Franklin Park - Fall 165.00$      180.00$       200.00$      183.50$      189.00$      195.00$        142.50$       142.50$       144.00$      

Geothermal Quartely Testing 440.00$      485.00$       530.00$      900.00$      927.00$      955.00$        200.00$       200.00$       200.00$      

Additional Fees

Labor Cost per Hour 88.00$        94.00$         98.00$        98.75$        101.75$      104.85$        95.00$         95.00$         96.00$        

Labor Cost per Overtime Hour 132.00$      141.00$       147.00$      132.50$      136.50$      140.60$        142.50$       142.50$       144.00$      

Materials - Actual Cost Plus 
Mark Up %

35% 35% 35% 33% 33% 33% 30% 30% 30%

Freon - Cost per Pound 
Refrigerant

35% 35% 35% TBD TBD TBD R410A 8.40$           Market Market

Freon - Cost per Pound 
Refrigerant R22 32.00$         

Market Market

Service Cost 19,910.00$ 21,905.00$  24,029.00$ 24,042.00$ 24,769.00$ 25,519.00$ 13,313.00$ 13,313.00$ 13,451.00$
Hourly 50 hours Reg - 5 hours OT 5,060.00$   5,405.00$    5,635.00$  5,600.00$  5,770.00$  5,945.50$    5,462.50$   5,462.50$   5,520.00$  
Materials $250 337.50$      337.50$       337.50$     332.50$     332.50$     332.50$       325.00$      325.00$      325.00$     

Annual Total 25,307.50$ 27,647.50$  30,001.50$ 29,974.50$ 30,871.50$ 31,797.00$ 19,100.50$ 19,100.50$ 19,296.00$

3 Year Total 82,956.50$                                                      92,643.00$                                                        57,497.00$                                                        
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PUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKS    DEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENT    
 

Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: 12/112/112/112/15555/201/201/201/2014444    
    

    
Consider Consider Consider Consider BidBidBidBid    Award for Award for Award for Award for Pest Control ServicesPest Control ServicesPest Control ServicesPest Control Services    
    
    
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
    
Staff recommends the City Council approve the contract for Pest Control Services to Pete's Pest 
Control for 2015 and renewal in 2016 and 2017. 
 
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
 
On Friday, November 21, 2014, the City Clerk received a bid for a three year contract to provide 
Pest Control Services.  The contract is to provide pest control services for the City buildings.  
Pete's Pest Control is a new vendor and contact with their references were positive.  Three bids 
were received and a comparison is attached showing that Pete's Pest Control is the lowest bid 
and with positive references staff recommends moving forward with this contractor.    
 
 
FUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCE    
 
Funding is available in the 2015 Public Works Operating Budget. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    

1. Comparison spreadsheet 
2. Contract for Pest Control Services with Pete's Pest Control 

 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Keith Bredehoeft, Public Works Director      December 3, 2014 
 
    

 



Bid Tab: Pest Control Services

Opened on November 21, 2014

2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate 2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate 2015 Rate 2016 Rate 2017 Rate

Bidder: Smithereen Bidder: Pete's Bidder: Lawrence Pest 

Location Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost

Municipal Building 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      45.00$       45.00$        50.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Municipal Building Outside 30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Public Safety Center 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      45.00$       45.00$        50.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Public Safety Center Outside 30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Community Center 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      40.00$       40.00$        40.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Community Center Outside 30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Public Works Facility - A Bldg 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      40.00$       40.00$        45.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Public Works Facility - A Bldg 
Outside

30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Public Works Facility - B Bldg 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      40.00$       40.00$        45.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Public Works Facility - B Bldg 
Outside

30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Public Works Facility - G Bldg 45.00$      45.00$       45.00$      40.00$       40.00$        45.00$       45.00$        50.00$         50.00$        

Public Works Facility - G Bldg 
Outside

30.00$      30.00$       30.00$      -$           -$            -$           -$            -$             -$            

Swimming Pool Bathhouse 35.00$      35.00$       35.00$      30.00$       30.00$        35.00$       40.00$        45.00$         45.00$        

Swimming Pool Concession Area 
(Bi-Weekly)

70.00$      70.00$       70.00$      60.00$       60.00$        70.00$       80.00$        90.00$         90.00$        

Swimming Pool South Filter House 35.00$      35.00$       35.00$      30.00$       30.00$        35.00$       40.00$        45.00$         45.00$        

Harmon Park Pavilion Restrooms 25.00$      25.00$       25.00$      30.00$       30.00$        35.00$       40.00$        45.00$         45.00$        

Franklin Park Restrooms 25.00$      25.00$       25.00$      40.00$       40.00$        40.00$       45.00$        45.00$         45.00$        

Day of Service - - - - 1st Tues 1st Tues 1st Tues

2015 Fee 2016 Fee 2017 Fee 2015 Fee 2016 Fee 2017 Fee 2015 Fee 2016 Fee 2017 Fee

Annual Termite Inspection 550.00$    550.00$     550.00$    400.00$     400.00$      400.00$     300.00$      300.00$       300.00$      

Date of Termite Inspection - - - 5/5/2015 5/3/2016 5/2/2017 June (4th Tues) June (4th Tues) June (4th Tues)

Service Cost 5,990.00$ 5,990.00$  5,990.00$ -$      4,840.00$  4,840.00$   5,300.00$  -$       5,360.00$   5,880.00$    5,880.00$   
3 Year Total 17,970.00$                                                14,980.00$                                                     17,120.00$                                                       































    COUNCIL COMMITTEECOUNCIL COMMITTEECOUNCIL COMMITTEECOUNCIL COMMITTEE    
    

Council Meeting DateCouncil Meeting DateCouncil Meeting DateCouncil Meeting Date::::    December December December December 11115555, 20, 20, 20, 2011114444    
Consent AgendaConsent AgendaConsent AgendaConsent Agenda    

    
    

Consider adoption of 201Consider adoption of 201Consider adoption of 201Consider adoption of 2015555    Salary Ranges by resolution.Salary Ranges by resolution.Salary Ranges by resolution.Salary Ranges by resolution.    
    
    
SUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTION    
 
Move that the Governing Body adopt a resolution establishing 2015 
compensation ranges for the City of Prairie Village, subject to the review and 
approval of the City Attorney.  
    
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
 
The City annually adopts a resolution establishing salary ranges for all 
employment positions within the City.  The proposed ranges continue the process 
of salary administration begun in 2006 with a comprehensive compensation 
study.  The study resulted in the establishment of market-based ranges for all 
employment classifications.  Each employment classification is assigned a 
market reference point and minimum and maximum ranges are established as a 
percentage of the market reference point. 
 
Staff recommends a range adjustment of 1.00% for 2015.  This adjustment would 
apply to all employment classifications, with the exception of part-time and 
seasonal positions.  As a result, minimum and maximum for each classification 
would be adjusted accordingly.   
 
As with the 2014 salary ranges, staff used the following metrics in determining a 
recommended salary range adjustment for 2015: 
 
 Social Security Cost of Living Adjustment  1.70% 
 Employment Cost Index – State and Local Government 1.60% 
 Consumer Price Index – Kansas City All Consumers 0.40% 
 Consumer Price Index – Kansas City Wage Earners 0.30% 
 
 
Adoption of the 2015 salary resolution will not increase an employee’s salary 
unless that employee’s pay would fall below the new minimum established for the 
range.   
 
There are five classifications that have both an A and B range.  The “A” range 
applies to employees who were employed with the City at the time the 2006 
ranges were put into place.  These employees are in “grandfathered” ranges, 
which will be adjusted annually in the same manner as other ranges.  New 

 



employees hired into these positions will be administered against the “B” salary 
range.   
 
Due to the needs in Public Works, the position of Project Inspector has been 
implemented. This position has a range spread of 80/140 of the Market 
Reference Point (MRP). We also have included the part-time Code Enforcement 
position in the listing of positions.  
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
 
Proposed Resolution. 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Prepared By: 
Amy Hunt 
Human Resources Manager 
Date: December 11, 2014 
    



RESOLUTION 2013-05 
 
 

 WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the City of Prairie Village is authorized to establish 
salary ranges for city positions; and 
 
 WHEREAS, it is the desire of the Governing Body that these salary ranges be reviewed 
annually to ensure appropriate funds are budgeted and the salary ranges remain competitive; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved the Governing Body of the City of Prairie Village, 
Kansas, hereby adopts the following compensation ranges for 2015: 

 
Compensation generally. 
The elected officers, appointive officers and employees of the city shall be compensated within 
the salary ranges provided in this section.  The amount of compensation shall be fixed by the 
Governing Body in accordance with personnel procedures as adopted by the Governing Body 
from time to time, provided, however, that the salaries and compensation during calendar year 
2014 shall be within and determined by the following ranges: 
     
 2015 
ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT Minimum Maximum 
Receptionist A 32,457 48,631 
Receptionist B 24,501 36,600 
Administrative Support Specialist 30,608 45,721 
Assistant to the City Administrator 43,825 72,182 
Codes Support Specialist 41,350 61,770 
Executive Assistant 41,350 61,770 
Court Clerk A 32,753 48,927 
Court Clerk B 29,576 44,180 
Accounting Clerk A 32,757 48,931 
Accounting Clerk B 28,369 42,378 
Office Manager 42,982 64,209 
Code Enforcement Officer 39,716 59,329 
Building Inspector 43,068 64,337 
Human Resources Manager 44,531 66,521 
Court Administrator 48,313 72,171 
Building Official 61,638 92,076 
City Clerk 57,168 85,399 
Finance Director 84,161 125,722 
Assistant City Administrator 76,080 113,650 
City Administrator 113,304 169,256 
   
PUBLIC WORKS   
Laborer 25,877 36,532 
Maintenance Worker 33,166 46,822 
Senior Maintenance Worker 40,000 56,470 
Crew Leader 45,830 64,702 
Mechanic 35,246 52,652 
Construction Inspector 43,068 64,337 
Field Superintendent 55,621 83,087 



Project Inspector 47,415 70,771 
Senior Project Manager 65,328 96,071 
Public Works Director 89,061 133,041 
    
PUBLIC SAFETY    
Records Clerk A 32,753 48,927 
Records Clerk B 31,980 47,772 
Property Clerk 33,956 50,725 
Community Service Officer A 33,785 50,468 
Community Service Officer B 32,066 47,900 
Dispatcher 36,263 55,462 
Communications Supervisor 49,345 73,713 
Police Officer 41,248 64,450 
Police Corporal 55,376 73,835 
Police Sergeant 65,506 87,341 
Police Captain 76,596 114,421 
Police Chief 87,944 131,373 
   
   
 
Seasonal/Part-time Employees 
Seasonal/Part-time employees shall be compensated as follows: 
 
 Minimum Maximum 
Seasonal Worker (hourly) 8.61 12.84 
Part-Time Code Enforcement (hourly) 18.49 27.73 
Part-Time Intern (hourly) 10.30 18.03 
Lifeguard (hourly) 8.46 12.62 
Tennis Assistant (hourly) 8.61 18.27 
Concession Stand Worker (hourly) 7.25 9.06 
Clerical Assistant (hourly) 9.35 13.72 
Assistant Pool Manager (hourly) 9.71 16.16 
Bailiff (hourly) 10.95 13.14 
Swim/Dive Coaches (season) 2,157 5,930 
Synchronized Coaches (season) 1,081 1,942 
Assistant Synchro Coaches (season) 701 1,186 
Assistant Coaches (season) 1,260 1,574 
Pool Manager (season) 9,709 19,942 
 
Employee/Consultant 
A person may be compensated in a category defined as “independent contractor consultant".  The 
rate of pay and other terms of employment for an individual in this category will be established 
and approved by the City Council. 
 
Part-time Appointed Officials 
Part-time appointed officials shall be compensated as follows in 2015: 
      
 Minimum Maximum 
Municipal Judge (monthly) 1,130 1,130 
Treasurer (monthly) 361 453 



 
 
 
 
Adopted this _____ Day of ____________________. 
 
 
     _______________________ 
     Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
Joyce Hagen Mundy 
City Clerk 
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PLANNING COMMISSIONPLANNING COMMISSIONPLANNING COMMISSIONPLANNING COMMISSION    
 

Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014    
    

    
PC2014PC2014PC2014PC2014----122122122122        Consider Final Plat for Consider Final Plat for Consider Final Plat for Consider Final Plat for Mission ChateauMission ChateauMission ChateauMission Chateau        
    
    
PLANNING CONDITION PLANNING CONDITION PLANNING CONDITION PLANNING CONDITION RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
 
That the Governing Body accept the dedications of land for public purposes and 
authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the Final Plat for “Mission 
Chateau” for recording upon satisfaction of the requirements of Chapter 18.14 of 
the Subdivision Regulations and the conditions of approval of the Final Plat 
imposed by the Planning Commission. 
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
The Preliminary Plat for Mission Chateau was approved by the Planning 
Commission on February 10, 2014 subject to 14 conditions which have all been 
addressed in the presentation of the Final Plat.  Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 5 of the 
preliminary plat have been addressed as a part of Condition 13. Conditions 6, 8 
and 11 are shown on the Final Plat. The applicant has submitted covenants as 
required in Condition 7. Conditions 9, 10 and 12 will be attached to the Final Plat. 
 
The Subdivision Regulations require the following additional information to be 
submitted with the Final Plat: 
A. Covenants – submitted condition 7 
B. Proof of Ownership – submitted 
C. Review by County Surveyor – submitted for information (The County 

Engineer will not review the Final Plat until it is approved by the City.) 
D. A Certificate showing all taxes and assessments have been paid – 

submitted 
E. Construction Documents for streets, sidewalks and storm drainage – 

submitted 
The Final Plat has the Certificate of Property Owner, Certification of Surveyor, 
Planning Commission approval and Governing Body acceptance of easements 
and rights-of-way. 
 
The City does not want the liability or responsibility for maintaining the storm 
drains within pipes, the detention pond and the Dykes Branch drainage way 
across the north end of Lot 10. However, it is critical that this storm drainage 
system not be impaired. Therefore, the following text has been added to the Final 
Plat: 
 
Property Owner Maintenance of Drainage Easements and Improvements 
The Owner of Lot 10 shall construct, install and maintain all drainage 
improvements (pipes, conduit, open drainage and detention areas) located in 
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easements on Lot 10 and shall keep said improvements in good repair and 
fully functional. 

If the City reasonably determines that the drainage improvements require 
repair or maintenance, including the removal of debris, the City shall provide 
written notice to such owner indicating the repair or maintenance needed. If 
said owner does not repair or perform such maintenance within a reasonable 
period of time, the City may perform the required maintenance or repair and 
said owner shall reimburse the City for the cost of such work. The City shall 
have no liability associated with the repair and maintenance. 

 
In accordance with Chapter 18.14 “Improvement Procedures” of the Subdivision 
Regulations, the applicant is required to complete all public improvements prior to 
the City signing and releasing the Final Plat for recording.  
 
Alternatively, Chapter 18.14 authorizes the Governing Body to waive that  
requirement at its discretion, and as an alternative permit the applicant to record 
the Final Plat and enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement with the City.  
 
The applicant is not requesting a waiver and agrees to the standard procedures 
of Chapter 18.14 that all public improvements to be dedicated on the Final Plat 
will be completed by applicant prior to the City signing and releasing the Final 
Plat for recording. 
 
The Planning Commission approved the Final Plat for Mission Chateau on 
December 2, 2014 (including the dedications of land for public purposes) subject 
to the following conditions – (the satisfaction of which prior to recording are 
indicated below by Ron Williamson per City procedures):   
 
1.1.1.1. That the applicant protect and preserve as much existing vegetation as 

possible along the property lines. – This dThis dThis dThis determination made after the public etermination made after the public etermination made after the public etermination made after the public 
improvements are improvements are improvements are improvements are completed, and also in connection with the issuance of completed, and also in connection with the issuance of completed, and also in connection with the issuance of completed, and also in connection with the issuance of 
building permits.building permits.building permits.building permits.    
 

2.2.2.2. That all existing improvements be removed from the 85th Circle right-of-way 
and the nine single-family lots prior to recording the Final Plat. – This This This This 
ddddetermination etermination etermination etermination is is is is made after the made after the made after the made after the public improvements are completedpublic improvements are completedpublic improvements are completedpublic improvements are completed....    
    

3.3.3.3. That the west driveway connection and the loop drive to Mission Road from 
the Senior Housing Community to 85th Circle be constructed at the same 
time as 85th Circle. – This This This This determination etermination etermination etermination is is is is made after the public made after the public made after the public made after the public 
improvements are completed.improvements are completed.improvements are completed.improvements are completed.    
    

4.4.4.4. That the applicant submit the Final Plat to the County Engineer after 
approval by the City.  To be To be To be To be completedcompletedcompletedcompleted    as soon as Governing Body accepts as soon as Governing Body accepts as soon as Governing Body accepts as soon as Governing Body accepts 
the dedications, and prior to recording.the dedications, and prior to recording.the dedications, and prior to recording.the dedications, and prior to recording. 
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5.5.5.5. Add Property Owner Maintenance of Drainage Easements and 
Improvements to text of Plat prior to submission to the Governing Body. – 
completedcompletedcompletedcompleted 
 

6.6.6.6. That the applicant make revisions to the proposed covenants as requested 
by Staff prior to submitting the Final Plat to the Governing Body. - completedcompletedcompletedcompleted 

 
Timing:   The Governing Body shall accept or refuse the dedication of land for 
public purposes within 30 days after the first meeting of the Governing Body 
following the date of the submission of the plat to the governing body from the 
Planning Commission, i.e. December 15, 2014. The Governing Body may defer 
action for an additional 30 days for the purpose of allowing for modifications to 
comply with the requirements established by the Governing Body.  No additional 
filing fees shall be assessed during that period.  If the Governing Body defers or 
refuses such dedication, it shall advise the Planning Commission of the reasons 
therefor.  K.S.A. 12-752 and Chapter 18.12 of the Subdivision Regulations 
 
The Governing Body (which includes the Mayor and City Council), by simple 
majority vote, has the following options, pursuant to KSA 12-752 and Chapter 
18.12 of the Subdivision Regulations: 
 
Accept (either Dec 15 or after deferral per below):   
 
The Governing Body may accept the dedications of land for public purposes 
shown on the final plat, and authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to sign the Final 
Plat for recording, all conditioned upon and subject to the following conditions: 
 
 (1) that all required public improvements shall have been installed to the 
satisfaction of the Public Works Director as required by Chapter 18.14, and  
 
 (2) satisfaction of Planning Commission conditions 1 through 6 prior to the 
Mayor and City Clerk signing of the final plat for recording. 
 
Defer: 
 
The Governing Body may defer action for an additional 30 days (unless a special 
meeting, January 5 meeting is next regular meeting within 30 day period) for the 
purpose of allowing for modifications to comply with the requirements established 
by the Governing Body.  If the Governing Body defers such dedication, it shall 
notify the owner or owners of the land and the planning commission of such fact. 
Such notice shall be in writing and if the deferral of the dedication of land is 
based upon noncompliance with the requirements established by the Governing 
Body, the notice shall specify in detail the nature of such noncompliance.   
 
 
 
 



4 
 

Refuse (either December 15 or after deferral per above): 
 
If the Governing Body refuses such dedication, it shall notify the owner or owners 
of the land and the planning commission of such fact. Such notice shall be in 
writing and if the refusal of the dedication of land is based upon noncompliance 
with the requirements established by the Governing Body, the notice shall specify 
in detail the nature of such noncompliance. 
 
 
AAAATTACHMENTSTTACHMENTSTTACHMENTSTTACHMENTS    
Related Planning Commission Minutes December 2, 2014 (Draft) 
Proposed Plat 
 
 
    
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Ron Williamson 
Katie Logan, and 
Joyce Hagen Mundy, 
City Clerk      DATE:  December 11, 2014 
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DRAFTDRAFTDRAFTDRAFT    
PPPPLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES    

December 2, 2014December 2, 2014December 2, 2014December 2, 2014    
 
PC2014PC2014PC2014PC2014----122   Final Plat Approval 122   Final Plat Approval 122   Final Plat Approval 122   Final Plat Approval ––––    Mission ChateauMission ChateauMission ChateauMission Chateau    
                        8500 Mission Road8500 Mission Road8500 Mission Road8500 Mission Road    
    
Sterling Cramer, with Olsson Associates, stated the final plat has addressed the 14 
conditions for approval of the preliminary plat by the Planning Commission on February 
10, 2014.  They have reviewed the staff comments and recommended conditions for 
approval for the final plat and accept them. 
 
Ron Williamson noted Conditions 1, 2, 3 and 5 of the preliminary plat will be addressed 
as a part of Condition 13. Conditions 6, 8 and 11 are shown on the Final Plat. The 
applicant has submitted covenants as required in Condition 7. Conditions 9, 10 and 12 
will be attached to the Final Plat. 
 
The Subdivision Regulations require the following additional information to be submitted 
with the Final Plat: 

A. Covenants – submitted condition 7, some minor revisions are needed. 
B. Proof of Ownership – submitted 
C. Review by County Surveyor – submitted for information (The County Engineer will 

not review the Final Plat until it is approved by the City.) 
D. A Certificate showing all taxes and assessments have been paid – submitted 
E. Construction Documents for streets, sidewalks and storm drainage – submitted 

The Final Plat has the Certificate of Property Owner, Certification of Surveyor, Planning 
Commission approval and Governing Body acceptance of easements and rights-of-way. 
 
Mr. Williamson stated the City does not want the liability or responsibility for maintaining 
the storm drains within pipes, the detention pond and the Dykes Branch drainage way 
across the north end of Lot 10. However, it is critical that this storm drainage system not 
be impaired. Therefore, the following text needs to be added to the Final Plat: 
 
Property Owner Maintenance of Drainage Easements and Improvements    

The Owner of Lot 10 shall construct, install and maintain all drainage improvements The Owner of Lot 10 shall construct, install and maintain all drainage improvements The Owner of Lot 10 shall construct, install and maintain all drainage improvements The Owner of Lot 10 shall construct, install and maintain all drainage improvements 
(pipes, conduit, (pipes, conduit, (pipes, conduit, (pipes, conduit, open drainage and detention areas) located in easements on Lot 10 open drainage and detention areas) located in easements on Lot 10 open drainage and detention areas) located in easements on Lot 10 open drainage and detention areas) located in easements on Lot 10 
and shall keep said improvements in good repair and fully functional.and shall keep said improvements in good repair and fully functional.and shall keep said improvements in good repair and fully functional.and shall keep said improvements in good repair and fully functional.    
If the City reasonably determines that the drainage improvements require repair or If the City reasonably determines that the drainage improvements require repair or If the City reasonably determines that the drainage improvements require repair or If the City reasonably determines that the drainage improvements require repair or 
maintenance, including the removal ofmaintenance, including the removal ofmaintenance, including the removal ofmaintenance, including the removal of    debris, the City shall provide written notice to debris, the City shall provide written notice to debris, the City shall provide written notice to debris, the City shall provide written notice to 
such owner indicating the repair or maintenance needed. If said owner does not such owner indicating the repair or maintenance needed. If said owner does not such owner indicating the repair or maintenance needed. If said owner does not such owner indicating the repair or maintenance needed. If said owner does not 
repair or perform such maintenance within a reasonable period of time, the City may repair or perform such maintenance within a reasonable period of time, the City may repair or perform such maintenance within a reasonable period of time, the City may repair or perform such maintenance within a reasonable period of time, the City may 
perform the required maintenance or repair perform the required maintenance or repair perform the required maintenance or repair perform the required maintenance or repair and said owner shall reimburse the City and said owner shall reimburse the City and said owner shall reimburse the City and said owner shall reimburse the City 
for the cost of such work. In undertaking any such repairs or maintenance, the City for the cost of such work. In undertaking any such repairs or maintenance, the City for the cost of such work. In undertaking any such repairs or maintenance, the City for the cost of such work. In undertaking any such repairs or maintenance, the City 
shall not disturb any improvements or Lot 10 unless necessary to perform such work. shall not disturb any improvements or Lot 10 unless necessary to perform such work. shall not disturb any improvements or Lot 10 unless necessary to perform such work. shall not disturb any improvements or Lot 10 unless necessary to perform such work. 
The City shall have no liability associated withThe City shall have no liability associated withThe City shall have no liability associated withThe City shall have no liability associated with    the repair and maintenance.the repair and maintenance.the repair and maintenance.the repair and maintenance.    
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Mr. Williamson responded to several questions called in by a resident.  The curb radius 
and the length of the cul-de-sac have been reviewed and approved by the Fire District.  
The width of the proposed road meets city criteria and is adequate to accommodate 
emergency vehicles.  The cul-de-sac is approximately 1025 feet long and was approved 
because the loop driveway from Mission Chateau Senior Homes provides an alternate 
access. 
 
Andrew Spitsnogle, attorney speaking on behalf of the Mission Valley Neighborhood 
Association, stated that they felt the final plat should not be approved until the city 
receives assurances that the applicant will complete the entire project.  Mr. Spitsnogle 
noted that if only the nine single family homes were constructed with only the road and 
cul-de-sac and not the loop road it would create a fire and safety risk as without the loop 
fire and emergency vehicles would not be able to turn around.  
 
They do not feel the plat should be approved until the applicant has provided sufficient 
sureties that they are ready to go forth with the construction of the entire 18.4 acres.  In 
addition urge the city to require the entire loop road to be publicly dedicated as it is 
essential for the safety of the entire development.    
 
MVNA would like at a minimum that the city condition approval of the final plat on the 
applicant providing a sufficient surety to assure that the entire project will be 
constructed.   
 
David Waters responded he is not aware of any requirement in the code that a surety be 
provided.   
 
Ron Williamson suggested rewording item 3 adding that the loop drive to Mission Road  
be constructed at the same time as 85th Circle.  He noted that was the intent, but the 
rewording would clarify it.  Ron Williamson stated the drive has to be built to city 
standards to accommodate fire and safety vehicles.   
 
Sterling Cramer responded that they understand the intent of the condition that the 
construction of the loop road and the driveway be completed together.  There is no 
intention to build the nine single family homes without the rest of the development at this 
time.   
 
Chairman Bob Lindeblad confirmed that condition #3 would read:  That the west 
driveway connection and the loop drive to Mission Road from the Senior Housing 
Community to 85th Circle be constructed at the same time as 85th Circle.   
 
Larry Levy questioned the maintenance of the street.  Ron Williamson responded that 
85th Circle is a public street that will be maintained by the City, the loop road.  The 
islands and sidewalk will be maintained by the Homes Association and the drainage 
improvements maintained by the owners of Lot 10.  This wording will be added to the 
final plat.   
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Larry Levy moved the Planning Commission approve the  Final Plat for Mission Chateau 
subject to the following conditions:   

1. That the applicant protect and preserve as much existing vegetation as possible 
along the property lines. 

2. That all existing improvements be removed from the 85th Circle right-of-way and 
the nine single-family lots prior to recording the Final Plat. 

3. That the west driveway connection and the loop drive to Mission Road from the 
Senior Housing Community to 85th Circle be constructed at the same time as 85th 
Circle. 

4. That the applicant submit the Final Plat to the County Engineer after approval by 
the City. 

5. Add Property Owner Maintenance of Drainage Easements and Improvements to 
text of Plat prior to submission to the Governing Body. 

6. That the applicant make revisions to the proposed covenants as requested by Staff 
prior to submitting the Final Plat to the Governing Body. 

The motion was seconded by Nancy Vennard and passed unanimously.   
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RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    OF PLANNING COMMISSIONOF PLANNING COMMISSIONOF PLANNING COMMISSIONOF PLANNING COMMISSION    
The Governing Body accept the recommendation of the Planning Commission 
that the 24 month deadline in the SUP shall be extended to 14 months after the 
termination of the pending litigation involving Mission Valley Chateau project.  
Termination means dismissal with prejudice or the issuance of a final judgment 
and all appeal and/or motion to reconsider deadlines/rights expire.  Applicant 
shall notify the City of PV within three business days of the termination as defined 
herein that the termination has occurred and the 14 months have commenced.   
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
On January 6, 2014 the City granted a Special Use Permit for Mission Chateau 
subject to 14 conditions.  Condition #4 provides that “if construction has not 
begun within twenty-four (24) months of the approval of the Special Use Permit 
by the Governing Body, the permit shall expire unless the applicant shall 
reappear to the Planning Commission and Governing Body to receive an 
extension of time prior to expiration.” 
 
On November 14, 2014, the City Clerk received a letter from MVS, LLC 
requesting the Planning Commission consider an Extension of the Special Use 
Permit granted by Ordinance 2301 for the operation of a Senior Living 
Community at 8500 Mission Road.   
 
The Planning Commission considered this request at their December 2, 2014 
meeting  recommending the Governing Body extend the 24 month deadline to 
commence construction found in condition #4 of the Special Use Permit to 14 
months after the termination of the pending litigation involving the Special Use 
Permit for Mission Chateau (see recommendation).  The minutes of the 
December 2nd meeting relative to this item are attached.   
 
To assist the Commission in their consideration, they received a memorandum 
from the City Attorney dated November 26, 2014 applicant’s request for an 
extension.  This memo is also attached.   
 
The Governing Body (which includes the Mayor and City Council) has the 
following options: 

A. Adopt the recommendation of the Planning Commission and approve the 
extension;  

B. Deny the requested extension;  
C. Change the recommendation of the Planning Commission 
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Any of these actions require a simple majority vote.   
 
    
AAAATTACHMENTSTTACHMENTSTTACHMENTSTTACHMENTS    
Letter Requesting Extension 
Memo from the City Attorney on the request for an extension 
Related Planning Commission Minutes December 2, 2014 (Draft) 
Letter dated December 10, 2014 in response to Memo from City Attorney 
 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Joyce Hagen Mundy 
City Clerk       DATE: December 11, 2014 
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DRAFTDRAFTDRAFTDRAFT    
PPPPLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTESLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES    

December 2, 2014December 2, 2014December 2, 2014December 2, 2014    
 
PC2013PC2013PC2013PC2013----11111111    Request for extension to SUP for Mission ChateauRequest for extension to SUP for Mission ChateauRequest for extension to SUP for Mission ChateauRequest for extension to SUP for Mission Chateau    
        8500 Mission Road  8500 Mission Road  8500 Mission Road  8500 Mission Road      
 
David Waters, representing the City Attorney, stated on January 6, 2014 the City 
granted a Special Use Permit for Mission Chateau subject to 14 conditions.  Condition 
#4 provides that “if construction has not begun within twenty-four (24) months of the 
approval of the Special Use Permit by the Governing Body, the permit shall expire 
unless the applicant shall reappear to the Planning Commission and Governing Body to 
receive an extension of time prior to expiration.”  This is the request before the Planning 
Commission.   
 
Mr. Waters reviewed the following history of litigation that has taken place on this 
project:   

• December 11, 2013 – neighboring property owners filed an action in the District 
Court of Johnson County against the City seeking to enjoin the City from 
considering the Mission Chateau SUP at the January 6, 2014 meeting.  The 
plaintiffs did not pursue the temporary injunction and the application was 
considered.   

• February 3, 2014 – neighboring property owners filed a First Amended Verified 
Petition against the City challenging the lawfulness of the adopting Ordinance on 
a number of issues.   

• On September 12, 2014, the District Court issued an order finding that the 
Governing Body acted lawfully in passing Ordinance #2301 fully satisfying and 
fully complying with all aspects of Kansas law in its actions leading up to and 
throughout the passage of Ordinance 2301.   

• On October 20, 2014 – MVS filed a motion to stay the expiration of the Mission 
Chateau SUP during the dependency of the lawsuit and any appeal therefrom.   

• On October 30, 2014, the District Court denied MVS’s motion, while 
simultaneously denying the plaintiffs’ request to alter or amend its original order 
regarding the cross-motions for summary judgment. 

• On October 30, 2014 – the plaintiffs filed an appeal of the District Court’s 
summary judgment rulings in the Kansas Court of Appeals, which is presently 
pending and in its early stages. 

• On November 6, 2014 – MVS filed a cross-appeal, seeking review of the District 
Court’s decision which overruled MVS’s motion for a stay of the expiration during 
the pendency of action. 

• On November 26, 2014 – MVS filed a motion with the Kansas Court of Appeals to 
transfer the appeal to the Supreme Court for review. 

    
Mr. Waters noted the potential timeframe for these actions to move through the court 
system causing the applicant to be concerned that final action will not be taken until 
after the expiration of the SUP per condition #4.  Therefore, they are requesting an 
extension.   
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In the applicant’s request to the City they contend that as a matter of law the City should 
rule that the 24 month period of construction be stayed pending the resolution of the 
appeals.  However, they have formally requested an extension of the 24 month time 
period listed in condition four from the date that all appeals are final.  In support of the 
request several case law references were presented.   
 
The City Attorney has advised that there are no Kansas cases which have considered  
whether equity requires that conditions similar to condition #4 are automatically tolled or 
stayed if opponents to a special use permit appeal to the District Court. Kansas courts 
are not bound by case law from other states, and in any event the determination of 
whether such an equitable remedy should apply depends on the facts and 
circumstances of each case.   
 
 There are no Kansas statutes or provisions in the Prairie Village City Code which 
impose an automatic stay when zoning matters are appealed, by either automatically 
staying the right of the successful applicant to build, or automatically staying any time 
period in which the successful applicant is required to build.  
 
 Mr. Waters noted there is case law from other jurisdictions ruling in support of stays 
during litigation as well as some opposing it.  It is not the Planning Commission decision 
to determine what the case law should be, but simply to consider a request for an 
extension.  
 
In her memo to the Planning Commission the City Attorney stated that she believed it 
would not be unreasonable for the Planning Commission or Governing Body to deny an 
extension based on the following circumstances: 

• MVS accepted the conditions of approval for the SUP including condition #4  
• MVS opposed the injunction request in the District Court stating it should be up to 

MVS to take the risk that such structures must be removed if the case is 
ultimately decided in favor of the Marsh plaintiffs. 

• Stays in zoning appeals in Kansas are not automatic, but may be requested by a 
party. 

• The applicant could prevent the expiration of the SUP by beginning construction 
• MVS is not without a remedy.  The zoning regulations do not prohibit a 

reapplication for a special use permit should the permit expire. 
 

Mr. Waters noted this is not a public hearing, although the Commission can chose to 
take comment, there are no criteria, standards or Golden Factors that must be met.  The 
Commission should make a good faith consideration of the request.  The Commission 
serves as a recommending body.  The final decision will be made by the Governing 
Body.  There is no protest petition or required vote to override the Commission’s 
recommendation.  The Planning Commission may recommend granting the request, 
recommend denying the request, recommend granting the request for a shorter time 
frame or send it forward with no recommendation.   
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Gregory Wolf asked if the requested extension was for the a specific period of time.  Mr. 
Waters stated the request was for a 24 month period beginning after the final judgment 
of any appeals.   
    
Bob Lindeblad asked what would constitute commencement of construction.  Mr. Waters 
stated there is no definition for “commencement of construction” in the SUP.  He feels it 
would be a determination of the Governing Body.   
 
Timothy Sear, with Polsinelli representing MVS, LLC, reviewed again with the 
Commission the series of legal challenges that have been filed against this SUP noting 
the amount of time it has taken for resolution, although positive, of these challenges.  
Now an appeal of the ruling has been filed which will further delay final judgment until 
quite possibly beyond the established termination or expiration of the time period given 
in the Special Use Permit for Mission Chateau approved by the City on January 6, 2014  
for the commencement of construction of the project.  Mr. Sear reviewed the possible 
timetable for possible court appeals that will take well beyond the January 6, 2016 
deadline.   
 
MVS filed a motion to stay the expiration of the Mission Chateau SUP during the 
dependency of the lawsuit and any appeal therefrom to prevent the MVNA appeal of the  
court’s judgment in support of the SUP from essentially keeping the SUP in pending 
litigation until the expiration of the SUP per condition #4.  On October 30, 2014, the 
District Court did deny MVS’s motion; however, not because there was no merit to the 
motion, but because there had not been an application made to the City for an extension 
and the judge felt he did not have jurisdiction to decide.   
MVS is committed to this project and it is their sincere intention to proceed with it; 
however, as pointed out if the Courts determine there was a mistake made in the 
granting of the SUP any improvements made pursuant to the SUP would have to be 
removed and destroyed.    
 
 Mr. Sear stated that land use appeals in the state of Kansas are relatively rare, resulting 
in not a lot of case law rulings.   However, numerous state courts have unanimously held 
that where the validity of a permit for construction was the subject of pending litigation, 
the local ordinance providing for the expiration of such permit was stayed or tolled by 
operation of law until the pending litigation had been fully and finally resolved.   
 
They have found that courts that have dealt with this issue when there is not a statute 
that deals with this situation, with neither Kansas nor Prairie Village has, they have 
determined that it would be unreasonable to allow a permit to be lost simply by the delay 
of litigation as to the legality of the permit.  No one has cited any contrary case law.  
Although it is all from outside Kansas, all courts that they have found that have dealt 
with this issue have determined that if there is not a statute dealing with the issue 
already to provide for a tolling of the expiration during the pendency of the legal 
challenge to the permit that equitably the expiration of the permit is to be tolled during 
the pendency of it.   
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Mr. Sear noted the memo from your city attorney regarding a case in Maine that 
opposed the extension, the judge’s ruling found that because there was already a Maine 
statute that provided for the permit to be saved  that tolling was not necessary.   
 
All of the cases cited in their request unanimously stated that the mere specter of 
litigation regarding the legality of the permit makes it unreasonable to proceed with 
construction, especially when the stance of the City is that any improvements made 
would be required to be removed and destroyed if the legality of the permit was upheld.  
Mr. Sear asked if it would be responsible for the City would undertake a $55M project 
under such terms.   
 
Mr. Sear stated that MVS is doing everything possible to expedite this appeal process 
requesting the Kansas Supreme Court take an immediate transfer of this case from the 
Appeals Court to shorten the timetable for this process.  However, he noted those 
motions are very seldom granted.   
 
Mr. Sear stated in reference to the City Attorney’s memo to the Planning Commission 
stating reasons why she feels it would not be unreasonable to deny this extension, they 
believe under the facts of this situation it would be unreasonable for the city to require 
what all these other states have refused to require – that is to go forward and expend this 
kind of money while there is litigation pending.  The City Attorney points out in opposing 
the MVNA attempt to enjoin this project in the past that MVS has opposed those 
requests for injunction.  He does not feel that should weigh against MVS getting the full 
right to exercise it right under the SUP permit.   When the lawsuit was first filed and the 
plaintiff asked that the City and MVS be enjoined by the court from any activities related 
to the entire 18 acre tract, both the City and MVS opposed that injunction.  No one 
contended that if the injunction was granted that additional time would be given to MVS 
at the tail end to cover the period of time for the injunction.  The mere fact that MVS like 
the city opposed this effort to shut down this project through an injunction that that we 
told the court that risk if we started construction was on MVS is not an unusual position 
to take and should not weigh against the approval of an extension of time relative to the 
SUP permit.   
 
They contend that although there is no Kansas case law on the tolling argument that if 
the Kansas Court were given this issue, that the Kansas court would likely follow these 
other states.  However, that would only be determined if MVS is denied an extension 
and has to file a declaratory judgment against the City.  They are not interested in more 
litigation and more delays, although they feel the Kansas Court would find the permit 
should be tolled, that is why they are requesting grant an extension beyond the date 
when all of the appeals end.  There would be no harm to anyone in extending this permit 
for a period of time beyond the time period appeals process ends.   The City has already 
determined that this project should be built in the City of Prairie Village.  He stated the 
SUP should not be defeated by the mere filing of continuous legal appeals regardless of 
the outcome of the appeal.  The SUP should only be defeated by the Court deciding the 
legality of the SUP based on the process followed by the City which has already been 
found to be valid.     
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In summing up the City Attorney presents in her memo of last week three statements a) 
In opposing the injunctive relief in the Marsh case, MVS willingly assumed the risks that 
an extension may not be granted.; b) MVS can prevent the SUP from expiring be 
beginning construction before January 6, 2016 and c) if the Mission Chateau SUP 
expires because MVS elects not to begin construction, then it may reapply for a special 
use permit.   
 
Mr. Sear responded  to (a) that MVS is at risk to construct before the appeal is over; 
however, that does not weigh against the City granting the extension.  In fact it weighs in 
favor of the extension as it would be unreasonable to put at risk that kind of money when 
the City is saying if you build it and the City loses, as it is the City that is being 
challenged on the legality of the SUP, that it must be removed.   
 
Mr. Sear responded to (b) it is the same argument worded differently.  If the City would 
require us to remove improvements, if the City loses the appeal, it is unreasonable to 
require MVS to expend that kind of money during dependency of the appeal.   
 
Finally (c) seems nonsensical in that this process has already gone on for two years.  
Why would anyone want to let the SUP expire due to pending litigation and require a 
new application to be filed to begin the entire process again.   
 
MVS wants to proceed, they want the litigation to end; however, there is only so much 
they can do under the situation where the city is going to insist that improvements be 
torn out if the City looses the appeal by the MVNA.   
 
Gregory Wolf asked if all the appeals were to end tomorrow, how long would it take to 
commence construction.  Mr. Sear replied 10 to 14 months to get the contracts let and 
the demolition done, noting the abatement work that has been completed at the school.  
He noted it is in their benefit to begin as quickly as possible.  Current interest rates are 
at their lowest and in financing $40M even a change of 1% in the interest rate impacts 
the financing by $400,000 per year.  It is in their best interest to proceed as quickly as 
possible after appeals are completed. 
 
Mr. Wolf asked for clarification on what is being requested.  Mr. Sear responded they 
are seeking an extension in time.  He noted “tolling” is court language.  They are asking 
that pursuant to condition #4 of the SUP that it be extended for a period of two years 
beyond the end of the appeal process.  He noted that is beyond the time that is needed.  
Mr. Wolf asked why they were then asking for two years.  Mr. Sear replied the court 
decisions on tolling have determined in those states that if you have 24 months in the 
permit that you get 24 months after the legal challenge is over.  So they are simply 
mirroring what has been done.  He is quite certain that 12 or 14 months beyond the end 
of the appeals process would be acceptable to them. 
 
Mr. Wolf asked why the issue was not addressed when the initial litigation was filed.   
Mr. Sear noted that any SUP application can result in litigation, however they rarely do 
and with filed rarely goes on the extent that the litigation has in this case.   
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He does not feel it was the City’s intent by Condition #4 which is standard language in 
Special Use Permits issued by the City was meant to kill a project just by legal delay and 
not by delay of the developer.  That is what the cases that they have cited stand for – 
developers are not going to forward in all likelihood in this situation and that is why even 
in the absence of a regulation or statute or a condition, the state courts that have heard 
this issue have said that it must be “tolled” otherwise the permit becomes meaningless 
even by a losing lawsuit being filed. 
 
Mr. Wolf stated he is trying to understand why 24 months.  Mr. Sear responded that as 
soon as the appeal was filed it became clear that the request for extension would need 
to be filed as the process would not end prior to January 6, 2016.  Mr. Sear noted the 
similar situation faced by the City of Prairie Village in the length of time taken for the 
appeal of Councilman David Morrison and now subsequent appeal by the County to the 
Kansas Supreme Court.   
 
Nancy Vennard stated the City has had to spend an enormous amount of money with 
meetings at offsite locations and now ongoing legal fees.  She would not want to see the 
City go through this process again if the extension is not granted.  
 
Gregory Wolf does not see the need for a 24 month extension.  He feels they should be 
ready to begin once the litigation ends.  Based on their comments, he could support a 
14 month extension.  Nancy Vennard noted she understand the rationale behind the 24 
month request.  Bob Lindeblad reminded the Commission that their action is only a 
recommendation to the Governing Body.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein asked if the extension was not granted by the Governing Body, they 
could still start construction under the current SUP.  What would constitute 
commencement of construction.  Mr. Lindeblad responded that would be the decision of 
the Governing Body.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein noted there is not a precedence either for or against extending an 
SUP.  She stated they owned the land regardless of the outcome of the litigation.   
 
Nancy Vennard acknowledged the extensive and costly preparation work that needed to 
be done prior to commencing construction in design, construction documents, etc.  She 
also added that if they had to refile for the SUP there is no guarantee the current plans 
would be accepted by the Planning Commission and/or Governing Body at that time, 
noting the several changes that have taken place for the Mission Mall property. 
 
Gregory Wolf stated in reality, if the extension is not granted, a lawsuit will be filed 
against the City for declarative judgment on the failure to grant the extension.   
 
Mike Flanagan, General Counsel for the Tutera Group, stated that last week they met 
with Prairie Village staff to discuss the issue of what is “commencement of construction” 
which staff believed would be a decision of the Governing Body, but were checking with 
the City Attorney.  The building permit process was discussed and expectations for and 
timetable for plan reviews.  The possibility of a phased building permit was discussed.   
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They would need to seek a full building permit.  He would expect the cost of full 
construction documents to be as Mrs. Vennard indicated several thousands of dollars.  
The lead time needed by public works, the building official and fire department for 
review of plans of this size is significant.   He does believe the 14 month period of time 
would work for MVS to get the building permit approved.  If the definition of 
commencement of construction was less, they could begin sooner.  This needs to be 
determined. Mr. Flanagan noted that in regard to “tolling” you generally are either 
granted 24 months or nothing.   
 
They feel it is appropriate to grant the extension as it is of no harm to anyone, it does not 
cost anything of the city and it allows the court, who is the appropriate party, to make its 
determination on whether the Special Use Permit is valid or if it should be revoked.  
 
Chairman Bob Lindeblad opened the floor for comments from the public.   
 
Andrew Spitsnogle, attorney speaking on behalf of the Mission Valley Neighborhood 
Association, noted that Mr. Sear made several comments regarding legal 
interpretations; however, Mr. Waters direction to the Commission was that it was not 
your job to make a legal determination.  It is the job of your city attorney and her 
analysis is clear.  “MVS wants the right, but not the obligation, to build within the 24 
month period.  This is contrary to what was approved in Ordinance 2301 and that she 
feels it would not be unreasonable for the Governing Body to deny an extension under 
the circumstances”.  They concur with her assessment.   
 
Mr. Spitsnogle made the following additional comments:   

• MVS request for an extension is premature – noting that the deadline does not 
expire until January 6, 2016 and that this was one of the reasons for the denial of 
their motion on October 30th.   

• If the Governing Body intended for the SUP to be “stayed or tolled” it is their view 
that they would have included that language in the SUP 

• The Ordinance was approved with full knowledge that a lawsuit would be filed 
challenging the validity of the Special Use Permit 

• Concur that it would not be unreasonable to deny the two year extension as 
factors for approval change over time.   

 
They do not feel the applicant should have another two years after the final judgment in 
which to begin construction on one of the most valuable pieces of land in the City.   
 
Gregory Wolf asked Mr. Spitsnogle that their position was that it was reasonable to force 
the applicant to spend hundreds if not millions of dollars to begin construction that if you 
win will have to be removed and destroyed.  This is what he is struggling with.  
 
Mr. Spitsnogle responded that that point has not been reached yet and this request is 
premature.  Mr. Wolf asked when would it be appropriate.  Mr. Spitsnogle responded it is 
currently in the court of appeals and MVS has filed for an immediate transfer to the 
Supreme Court and they do not intend to oppose that filing.  It is their intention to get 
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this resolved as quickly as possible. It is more than a year to the deadline and things 
change.  He cannot say when it would be appropriate to make the request. 
 
Nancy Wallerstein asked Mr. Sear to confirm that he stated it would be 12 months 
before the case was even heard before the Supreme Court.  Mr. Sear replied there is no 
timetable and the motions are rarely granted.  For example in the Morrison case, there 
was a motion to transfer that case to the Supreme Court and it was denied.  If denied, 
then the Kansas Court of Appeals will continue to proceed until the Kansas Supreme 
Court says it is not theirs to decide.  They believe they are looking at a period of time of 
at least a year to get a decision on whether to even hear the case.   
 
Mr. Wolf asked Mr. Spitsnogle for his prediction as to how it will take for the appeal.  He 
responded that he has no idea, but doesn’t feel that is the issue before the Commission.    
The issue is whether it would be unreasonable to deny the request. 
 
Mr. Wolf noted the legal costs the city has already incurred thousands of dollars of legal 
expense on this application and asked Mr. Spitsnogle if he felt that was in the best 
interest of the city to put itself in the position for yet another lawsuit with the filing a 
declaratory judgment if the extension is denied.   
 
Mr. Spitsnogle stated he does not feel zoning decisions should be made on the basis of 
fear of legal costs and secondly he does not know that a separate law suit would be 
filed.   
 
Bob Lindeblad closed the public comment at 10:00 p.m. 
 
James Breneman believes the request for the extension is justified.  He would not want 
to commit the amount of money that will need to be committed to commence 
construction with the potential that it may need to be eventually torn down.  January 6, 
2016 is 13 months away, they would have to begin preparation of construction 
documents now to meet that deadline.  It would be unreasonable for the city not to 
approve the extension.   
 
Larry Levy stated more harm is being done to the landowners in going through the court 
system to determine the validity prior to construction in the increased costs that they will 
occur.  He does not see the request for the extension as unreasonable.   
 
Greg Wolf moved the Planning Commission recommend that the 24 month deadline in 
the SUP shall be extended to 14 months after the termination of the pending litigation 
involving Mission Valley Chateau project.  Termination means dismissal with prejudice 
or the issuance of a final judgment and all appeal and/or motion to reconsider 
deadlines/rights expire.  Applicant shall notify the City of PV within three business days 
of the termination as defined herein that the termination has occurred and the 14 months 
have commenced.  The motion was seconded by Larry Levy. 
 
Nancy Wallerstein questioned if 14 months was sufficient time when under normal 
conditions they would have been given 24 months.  
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Bob Lindeblad stated he would support 14 months as the applicant has stated they can 
work within that timeframe.  He feels it would be reasonable to grant the extension.   
 
Larry Levy noted this could take 3 years.  Mr. Wolf states the applicant knows the risk.   
 
The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.   
 
 
Next MeetingNext MeetingNext MeetingNext Meeting    
At this time the Planning Commission has two Special Use Permit applications filed for 
the service stations at Mission Road and Tomahawk.  The filing deadline is this Friday, 
so more items could be submitted.   
 
    
ADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENT    
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Bob Lindeblad 
adjourned the meeting at 10:10 p.m.   
 
 
 
Bob Lindeblad   Nancy Vennard 
Chairman    Vice Chairman 
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COUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLECOUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLECOUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLECOUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE    
December December December December 1111, 2014, 2014, 2014, 2014    

 
 
The Council Committee of the Whole met on Monday, December 1, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. in 
the Council Chambers. The meeting was called to order by Council President Ashley 
Weaver with the following members present: Mayor Ron Shaffer, Jori Nelson, Ruth 
Hopkins, Steve Noll, Eric Mikkelson, Andrew Wang, Laura Wassmer, Brooke Morehead, 
Dan Runion, David Morrison, Ted Odell and Terrence Gallagher.  
 
Staff Members present: Wes Jordan, Chief of Police; Keith Bredehoeft, Director of 
Public Works; Katie Logan, City Attorney; Quinn Bennion, City Administrator; Kate 
Gunja, Assistant City Administrator; Nolan Sunderman, Assistant to the City 
Administrator; Lisa Santa Maria, Finance Director and Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk. 
Also present were Community Service Officer Cindy Gaunt and Captain Wes Lovett 
    
    
COU2014COU2014COU2014COU2014----32   Consider approval of revisions to the animal control ordinance and 32   Consider approval of revisions to the animal control ordinance and 32   Consider approval of revisions to the animal control ordinance and 32   Consider approval of revisions to the animal control ordinance and 
additional information on beekeepingadditional information on beekeepingadditional information on beekeepingadditional information on beekeeping    
Chief Wes Jordan noted that staff had continued to research the possibility of allowing 
beekeeping as a hobby in Prairie Village.  He introduced Dennis Patton, a K-State 
Research and Extension Horticulture Agent for Johnson County, who presented an 
overview of beekeeping listing the pros and cons.  The primary concern with bees is the 
fear of being stung, although Mr. Patton stated that honeybees are docile and do not 
attack, but only defend; unlike the more aggressive stinging insects such as hornets and 
yellow jackets.   Another concern is the swarming of bees as they move their colonies. 
 
Beekeeping has seen a recurrence in recent years as a hobbyist venture.  They provide 
a source of food which can grow into a small business with the sale of honey at local 
markets.  Bees provide much desired pollination for fruits and vegetables.  Beekeeping 
is educating the public as to the role of bees in our society and the benefits of the honey 
they produce.   
 
Laura Wassmer noted she attended two beekeeping classes through Johnson County 
Community College and is a strong proponent of allowing beekeeping.  She has planted 
bee attracting flowers and fruits and has several bees in her backyard.  They are not 
aggressive and neither she nor her guests have been stung.  She asked if beekeeping 
was allowed how much backyard is needed and if there is a specific distance these 
hives should be located from adjoining properties.  Mr. Patton responded he has 
reviewed regulations from several cities allowing beekeeping and all have established 
setbacks from property lines and some also require some kind of barrier surrounding the 
hives and regulate the number of hives per square foot.  Ms Wassmer asked what 
makes bees become defensive.  Mr. Patton suggested that individuals do not swat at 
them.    
 
Terrence Gallagher asked how often the bees go out in search of a new location and if 
they move to trees or would look for another established home.  Jonathan Callison, 
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5002 West 70th Terrace responded that bees are not aggressive and stay very close to 
their hives.  He suggested placing a privacy fence around the hives forcing the bees 
upward.  They would maintain that level while flying and would not be buzzing around 
people’s heads.  He noted honey bees like mature trees and thus are very attracted to 
the Prairie Village area.  He suggested proposed regulations require hives to place 20’ 
from the property line and enclosed.  He added that there should be a water source 
nearby as bees need water.   
 
Dr. Jay Culver, 4721 West 81st Street, stated the City of Springfield, Missouri has a very 
well written ordinance addressing beekeeping and suggested that it be used as a model 
for proposed ordinances in Prairie Village.  He noted the Overland Park regulations are 
somewhat out of date.   
 
Chief Jordan noted the primary concern is for individuals who have bee allergies.  He 
stated staff have reviewed the ordinances of other area cities that allow beekeeping. He 
noted that enforcement of the ordinance would be shared between the Police 
Department and Code Enforcement.  He would like to keep the ordinance simple and 
easy to enforce.   
 
Laura Wassmer recommended at this point the city look at creating an ordinance to 
allow beekeeping with input from a beekeeper. She asked if there were better locations 
for hives that would impact the setback requirements.   She feels this is environmentally 
the right thing to do.   
 
Dennis Patton stated the beekeepers will need to work around the regulations 
established.   
 
Mr. Callison noted the bee allergies are seldom life threatening.  Prairie Village currently 
has a large population of feral honey bees because of its mature trees.  Mr. Patton 
noted a study by the Penn State found that more people die being hit from lightning than 
bee stings.   
 
Terrence Gallagher noted the bee population is on decline and suggested that these 
regulations continue to be research but moved out of the animal regulations so they 
could be adopted.  Mr. Mikkelson agreed with Mr. Gallagher and Ms. Wassmer that the 
city should move forward as he saw more pros than cons to allowing beekeeping.   
 
Teen Council member Kyle Baker noted that honey bees are the state insect of Kansas.   
 
Chief Jordan stated he would like to see consistency with Johnson County ordinances 
and to stay with the basics and move forward from there.  Laura Wassmer wanted input 
from the individuals interested in beekeeping.   
 
Steve Noll advised that there needs to be a clear understanding of enforcement and 
responsibilities for investigation and mitigation.   
 



3 
 

Cindy Gaunt noted there are swarms in Prairie Village and Animal Control has a list of 
individuals they call for assistance.   
 
Animal Control Regulation ChangesAnimal Control Regulation ChangesAnimal Control Regulation ChangesAnimal Control Regulation Changes    
Chief Wes Jordan reviewed the proposed changes suggested at the October 20th review 
of the proposed code as follows:   
 
Section 2-102 (b) the word “governmental” jurisdiction was added as well as the 
following sentence:  “Animal Control will evaluate pending requests to ensure the 
designation was based on equivalent factors by definition.” 
 
Section 2-107 (a) (4) reads “ Excessively barks, whines, howls or creates any other 
disturbance which is continuous or untimely (disturbance factors include, but not limited 
to, time of day, volume, length of time, etc.).  If the violation is not witnessed by the 
Animal Control Officer and/or Law Enforcement Officer, the complainant making such 
statement must agree to sign a complaint and testify in court if requested” 
 
Section 20115 in the second sentence the code reference should be 2-110, not 2-109. 
 
Section 2-131 Tethering has been revised to follow the guidelines established by the 
National Animal Control Association and reads as follows:   
 
2222----131131131131    TETHERINGTETHERINGTETHERINGTETHERING    
(a) It is unlawful to attach chains or other tethers, restraints or implements directly to 

a dog without the proper use of a collar, harness or other device designed for that 
purpose and made from a material that prevents injury to the dog. 

(b) It is unlawful for any person to: 
(1) Continuously tether a dog for more than one continuous hour.  A dog may 

be tethered 3 hours total within a 24 hour time period providing there is a 3 
hour break between each period of tethered time.  For the purpose of 
tethering a dog, a chain, leash, rope or tether must be at least ten feet in 
length. 

(2) Use a chain, leash, rope, collaring device, tether, which restricts the free 
movement of the animal (i.e. the device should not weigh more than one-
eighth of the animal’s body weight). 

(3) Tether a dog in such a manner as to cause injury or strangulation, or 
entanglement of the dog on fences, trees, posts or other manmade or 
natural obstacles. 

(4) Tethered for any length of time anywhere in the City when they are off the 
owners, keepers or harborer’s property. 
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Jori Nelson stated she would like to see language added requiring available access to 
food and water while tethered.  Wes Jordan responded that is covered elsewhere in the 
code.  Ms. Nelson stated she would like to see a reference made to that code in this 
section.   
 
Quinn Bennion noted that draft ordinance will need to be practical for enforcement ability 
and will generally require having a neighbor document the violation.  Chief Jordan 
confirmed that cooperation will be needed, although he added there are some known 
homes that animal control frequently visits.  He stressed these requirements are those 
recommended by the NACA.   
 
Section 2-138 (f) is the separation of the language that addresses animal bite 
procedures into a separate paragraph.   
 
Laura Wassmer suggested adding clarifying language “After being found guilty …”  Chief 
Jordan responded that he would have the city attorney review the language. 
 
Eric Mikkelson commended Chief Jordan on his approach to these major revisions 
allowing for multiple reviews.  He noted the section references in Section 2-12 and 2-
133 need to be cleaned up.   
 
COU2014COU2014COU2014COU2014----50   Consider City Council Policy Revisions 50   Consider City Council Policy Revisions 50   Consider City Council Policy Revisions 50   Consider City Council Policy Revisions     
Nolan Sunderman noted that following the budget discussions at the May 6, 2013 City 
Council meeting, an ad hoc committee was established to review required resources 
and current structure of all citizen committees in the City of Prairie Village. The ad hoc 
committee met several times to discuss the roles and responsibilities, dedicated staff 
time, and financial resources for each of the committees. A survey was distributed to all 
committee members for their input regarding the possible elimination, consolidation, or 
reformation of their committee as well as other topics such as term limits, leadership 
selection, staff time, and funding. Additionally, staff representatives for   the committees 
were consulted in regards to the roles and responsibilities of the committees and their 
value to the organization. The Committee presented its findings and recommendations 
to the City Council on July 7, 2014.  With the Council’s direction, the on the Committees 
meeting met again on October 3, 2014.  Letters were also sent to the committee 
members whose committees are being recommended for dissolution inviting them to the 
December 1 City Council meeting where formal action to change the related policies 
would be considered.   
 
The Committee on Committees recommends the following proposed revisions in 
the City Council Policies CP001 entitled Public Committees and the repeal of CP006 
entitled “Guidelines for Animal Control Committee” and CP610 entitled 
“Communications Committee” : 
 
• CP001 

o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.1. Communications Committee 
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o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.6. ADA Advisory Committee 
o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.7. Homes Association Committee 

• CP006 
o Strikethrough and delete CP006 – Animal Control Committee 
o Additional changes to the Animal Control Committee will be proposed 

with the Municipal Code Chapter 2 revisions. 
• CP610 

o Strikethrough and delete CP610 – Communications Committee 
 
It is recommended these proposed revisions become effective January 2, 2015. 
 
Brooke Morehead stated more than a year was spent in this review to make city 
committees more efficient and effective.   
 
Eric Mikkelson added these changes are being made for efficiencies, noting that the 
function covered by these committees is valuable and is merely being moved under 
another structure for greater efficiency.  He stated it is important to reengage the 
committee members who have served on these committees into other opportunities for 
engagement and service.   
 
Laura Wassmer stated that she was supportive of the changes and made the following 
motion, which was seconded by Ruth Hopkins and passed unanimously: 
 
 MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE FOLLOWING REVISIONS 

TO  CITY COUNCIL POLICY CP001 ENTITLED “PUBLIC 
COMMITTEES”:  1) DELETE SECTION V.A.1 “COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMITTTEE”; 2) DELETE SECTION V.A.6 “ADA COMMITTEE”;  
3) DELETE SECTION V.A.7 “HOMES ASSOCIATION COMMITTEE 
AND REPEAL COUNCIL POLICIES CP006 “GUIDELINES FOR 
ANIMAL CONTROL COMMITTEE” AND CP610 “COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMITTEE  
     COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED 
     CONSENT AGENDA 
 

    
Discussion regarding definition of “Trucks” in the Municipal CodeDiscussion regarding definition of “Trucks” in the Municipal CodeDiscussion regarding definition of “Trucks” in the Municipal CodeDiscussion regarding definition of “Trucks” in the Municipal Code    
Chief Jordan stated over the past few months the City Council has discussed revisions 
to the Recreational Vehicles and Equipment Parking and Storage provisions that are 
currently located in the Zoning Regulations Chapter 19.38.  As part of an update to 
these provisions, Council is considering moving this Chapter into the City Code as a 
new Article at the end of Chapter XI.   
 
As part of these revisions and the movement of these regulations Police Department 
and Codes Administration staff have discussed updating the definition of “Truck”.  Chief 
indicated that these codes written in the 70’s are not working in 2014.  He stated the 
Police Department has been enforcing what they believe to be the intent of the 
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regulations – not as the regulation is written.  Currently there is a definition of truck in the 
definitions for 19.38 as well as a definition in the municipal code 11-711.  Staff is 
recommending changes to the definition to which currently focuses the gross weight of 
the vehicle to consider all vehicles that are not passenger-type vehicles as commercial 
vehicles and “Trucks”.   
 
Sgt. James Carney stated that the  current definition identifies a truck as any vehicle that 
can carry 1500 pounds or more.  The definition further limits where these vehicles can 
be driven.  They are not to be driven on side streets unless travelling to a specific 
location.  They are to travel on identified truck routes moving onto side streets only as 
required to reach a specific location.   
 
Sgt. Carney reviewed a PowerPoint presentation that depicted several vehicle types 
with discussion as to whether they should be considered as a “truck”.  Under the current  
definition the common pick-up truck (Chev1500 or Ford F-150) would be considered 
trucks.  Some of the other areas of confusion involve Cargo Vans that are becoming 
more popular.  These are large enough for commercial use, yet may also be owned and 
used by families.  Buses are identified by state statutes as any vehicle carrying 10 or 
more people.  They would travel truck routes until they were close to their destination 
and then cross over to side streets.    
 
Chief Jordan added that Mission Hills does not allow buses.   
 
Quinn Bennion noted being defined as a “Truck” prohibits the following:  1) not able to 
use side streets—must travel on truck routes’ 2) not allowed to park on the street 
overnight and 3) not allowed to park in driveways in residential districts overnight.   
 
Terrence Gallagher noted the increased use of vans for medical reasons adapted to 
provide for wheelchair or handicapped travelers as well as by churches for youth 
groups.   
 
Andrew Wang questioned if a van were not a commercial use would it fall under the RV 
regulations.  Chief Jordan responded the proposed ordinances for trucks and 
Recreational Vehicles will be entirely separate and located in different chapters of the 
code.   
 
Jori Nelson asked about the “commercial trucks” used and driven home by employees.  
Chief Jordan replied that there are several residents who are required to drive their work 
vehicle home as part of their job and this is allowed. 
 
David Morrison asked about medical vans equipped for handicapped travel.  Sgt. 
Carney responded these are allowed.   
 
Eric Mikkelson stated he has received complaints regarding construction vehicles on 
71st Street on a regular basis due to the number of on-going construction projects.  Sgt. 
Carney responded if the Police are called, they will go out and talk with foreman 
regarding the parking of these vehicles.   
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Mr. Mikkelson asked where the line would be drawn in the proposed ordinance.  Sgt. 
Carney responded there would be a lengthy description of the vehicles.  Any vehicles 
with modified flat beds are considered trucks.  The proposed language would be 
presented to the City Council on December 15th.  Mr. Mikkelson asked if the vehicle was 
not on the list if it would be considered prohibited or allowed.  Sgt. Carney replied the list 
is quite exhaustive.   
 
Terrence Gallagher noted the situation where small vehicles are parked overnight on the 
street, generally related to seasonal construction.   
 
Laura Wassmer moved to recess the Council Committee of the Whole until after the 
conclusion of the City Council meeting to consider the remaining items on the agenda.  
The motion was seconded by Brooke Morehead and passed by a majority vote. 
 
Council President Ashley Weaver recessed the meeting at 7:25 p.m. 
 
Council President Ashley Weaver reconvened the Council Committee of the Whole 
meeting at 8:25 p.m.   
 
 
Consider approval of the Concept of a Weekly Textile Recycling ProgramConsider approval of the Concept of a Weekly Textile Recycling ProgramConsider approval of the Concept of a Weekly Textile Recycling ProgramConsider approval of the Concept of a Weekly Textile Recycling Program    
Quinn Bennion provided an overview of a Textile Recycling program that has been 
proposed for the City of Prairie Village. This is a new and innovative approach to 
diverting waste from the landfill by providing a convenient way for residents to donate 
used clothing, shoes, linens and small household wares.  
 
Currently, residents have several options for donating/disposing textiles for reuse: 

• Drop off at thrift store such as Goodwill, Salvation Army, Savers, Red Racks, or 
other place. 

• Donation bins in parking lots. There are at least 3 locations in Prairie Village to 
drop in donation bins, but the bins are not specifically addressed within the 
zoning code and not encouraged as they are not regularly screened. 

• Utilize a driveway pickup from charitable organization that use mail marketing or 
phone solicitation. 

 
Mr. Bennion noted the City has provided curbside service for many years, servicing solid 
waste collection, compost, mixed recycling, and in a few neighborhoods, food 
composting. The curbside textile recycling program would provide another convenient 
option and will benefit the local 501(c)3 organization that supports the City. 
 
Mid-year 2014, representatives of Team Thrift approached city staff to inquire about 
placing donations bins in parking lots within the City. City staff shared that while the bins 
are not specifically permitted or prohibited in the zoning code, the bins are not 
consistent with the character of our commercial areas. Several months later, Team Thrift 
representatives proposed the idea of launching a weekly curbside pick-up for recyclable 
textile materials. The materials collected could be used in a local thrift store or bundled 
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and sold to another end user, potentially outside the country. The revenue from the 
collected materials would be shared between the provider and the Prairie Village 
Municipal Foundation, the City’s non-profit supporting organization. 
 
As part of the exploration process, staff introduced the concept to the Environmental 
Committee and Municipal Foundation.  
 
Under an agreement, the City would be responsible for the following items:  

• Help promote the program and educate residents using existing communication 
methods 

• Support the program by answering questions or missed pick-up calls. This role is 
similar to the solid waste/recycling contract 

• Process the revenue sharing check from provider for Municipal Foundation 
 
The provider would be responsible for the following items: 

• Provide weekly city-wide pickup of textile recycling for all residential houses. The 
collection would be on the same pick-up day as trash services. 

• Provide staff, equipment and a truck with associated insurance and indemnity 
similar to the solid waste contract. 

• Collect the textile donations. 
• Measure the weight of donations daily. 
• Provide the city with a monthly report of performance and revenue sharing. 
• Pay Municipal Foundation based on the weight collected each payment period. 
• Determine the best use for the collected product. 

 
The donations would be placed in a distinct colored bag with the Foundation’s logo. 
Pick-up would coincide with the neighborhood trash schedule. The donation bag should 
be placed in front of the garage doors or on the driveway. Residents will be asked to 
keep the bags away from the trash at the curb as it will cause confusion for the solid 
waste hauler.  30-gallon bags will be provided to each household at the start of the 
program for dispensing of old, unwanted textiles. Additional bags will be provided when 
recycled textiles are picked up by the provider. The hauler will also leave a 501c3 
donation slip from the Municipal Foundation on each house door with donations. 
 
The provider’s trucks would be clearly marked, and services would be provided by a 
uniformed staff member. A customer service phone number would be established and 
managed by the provider to provide contact for residents.  
 
Team Thrift representatives estimate a 2% participation rate per week with an average 
of two bags per participating household (70 lbs of donations). If this estimate holds, the 
revenue sharing would generate $50,000-$70,000 annually for the Municipal 
Foundation. 
    
Mr. Bennion presented two options for consideration by the City Council.  With Option 1, 
the city would set criteria and develop an agreement for potential bidders to review and 
submit proposals for a competitive bid. With this being a new and rare program, the 
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interest level in providing the service is unknown. It would be anticipated that the 
agreement would be for five years, similar to the solid waste contract. Developing a bid 
packet and process will take several months. The potential start date is late 2015. 
 
With Option 2, an agreement for a 1-year pilot program with Team Thrift would be 
developed. As this is a new and untested program, the one-year pilot would allow the 
city and provider to assess the advantages and disadvantages of the program without a 
multi-year commitment; however, the one-year pilot is a riskier proposition for Team 
Thrift as they would be committed to staff, vehicle and equipment. The one-year 
arrangement would reduce implementation time and could start as early as April 2015. 
 
Environmental Committee generated the idea of the one-year pilot program and 
preferred this option as the new program has risk involved and may not be as successful 
as anticipated. 
 
The city’s direct cost is anticipated to be minimal. Staff time would be associated with 
program, which includes using City social media accounts, the City website, and local 
news outlets to promote the program. City hall staff would also receive complaint call 
(and compliments) that would be coordinated with the provider. 
 
Mr. Bennion stated that Scott Blomquist and Dan Cogan with Team Thrift are present to 
answer any questions.   
 
Laura Wassmer stated she heard the presentation to the Municipal Foundation and is 
strongly supportive of the program.  She noted over the years she has thrown out 
several clothing items that were stained or torn and unable to be donated for use by 
others and this service would have provided an excellent environmentally friendly option 
for disposal.   
 
Ted Odell stated he felt it was a good idea; however, he expressed concern the impact 
on other collection and the need to make sure the donations made it to the desired 
location.   
 
Mr. Bennion responded that being a new program, the city had no way to measure the 
interest in the program by residents.  Ruth Hopkins noted  that is one of the reasons the 
environment/recycle committee suggested a pilot program 
 
Andrew Wang stated he is interested in investigating further and stressed the need to 
make sure the partnership is with a reputable organization.  Mr. Bennion responded the 
Municipal Foundation would be the charitable partner.   
 
Scott Blomquist with Team Thrift state they work with the Disabled Veterans’ collection 
as well as City Union Mission.  They are also involved in selling projects to companies 
that ship materials outside the US or use the materials for recycled products such as   
Polyester which is used in recycled plastics.   
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Laura Wassmer asked if the city decided to go forward with the one-year pilot if Team 
Thrift would be interested in doing the program.  Mr. Blomquist responded they would 
most definitely based on Prairie Village’s reputation as one of the top five cities in the 
nation for recycling.  They feel the response in Prairie Village would be excellent and 
would operate the program themselves with the funds being given to the Prairie Village 
Municipal Foundation. 
 
Terrence Gallagher stated he believed the one year pilot is a great option as it provides 
the opportunity to evaluate its success.  He confirmed that Team Thrift would be 
responsible for the trucks, insurance, employees, etc.   
 
Brooke Morehead made the following motion, which was seconded by Laura Wassmer 
and passed unanimously:   
 

MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL DIRECT CITY STAFF TO NEGOTIATEMOVE THE CITY COUNCIL DIRECT CITY STAFF TO NEGOTIATEMOVE THE CITY COUNCIL DIRECT CITY STAFF TO NEGOTIATEMOVE THE CITY COUNCIL DIRECT CITY STAFF TO NEGOTIATE    
AN AGREEMENT WITH TEAM THRIFT FOR A ONEAN AGREEMENT WITH TEAM THRIFT FOR A ONEAN AGREEMENT WITH TEAM THRIFT FOR A ONEAN AGREEMENT WITH TEAM THRIFT FOR A ONE----YEAR TEXTILEYEAR TEXTILEYEAR TEXTILEYEAR TEXTILE    
RECYCLING PILOT PROGRAM WITH THE MUNICIPAL FOUNDATIONRECYCLING PILOT PROGRAM WITH THE MUNICIPAL FOUNDATIONRECYCLING PILOT PROGRAM WITH THE MUNICIPAL FOUNDATIONRECYCLING PILOT PROGRAM WITH THE MUNICIPAL FOUNDATION    
AS THE BENEFITTINAS THE BENEFITTINAS THE BENEFITTINAS THE BENEFITTING ORGANIZATION WITH A SIX MONTH REVIEW G ORGANIZATION WITH A SIX MONTH REVIEW G ORGANIZATION WITH A SIX MONTH REVIEW G ORGANIZATION WITH A SIX MONTH REVIEW     
OF THE PROGRAMOF THE PROGRAMOF THE PROGRAMOF THE PROGRAM    
                    COUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED    
                    CONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDA    
    

    
COU2014COU2014COU2014COU2014----49   Consider Approval of Council Policy CP029 entitled “Remote 49   Consider Approval of Council Policy CP029 entitled “Remote 49   Consider Approval of Council Policy CP029 entitled “Remote 49   Consider Approval of Council Policy CP029 entitled “Remote 
Participation for City Council MeetingsParticipation for City Council MeetingsParticipation for City Council MeetingsParticipation for City Council Meetings    
Quinn Bennion stated that at the August 18, 2014 City Council meeting, Councilmember 
Nelson requested that the City Council consider allowing remote participation for City 
Council meetings.  Currently, the City has no policy to allow for remote participation in 
the event a councilmember is unable to physically attend, but is otherwise able to take 
part in deliberations and decision-making.  A work group was formed consisting of 
Councilmembers Jori Nelson, Steve Noll, and Andrew Wang.  The work group met on 
September 30 to discuss components of a proposed policy and research conducted by 
Councilmember Nelson.     
 
A policy has been drafted for consideration that would allow for remote participation 
during the City Council meetings by members of the Council. This draft policy also 
establishes a set of rules for city staff and the Governing Body when pursuing the use of 
remote participation. The city does have adequate technology in place to allow for one 
Councilmember at a time to participate remotely.  Research is being conducted on a 
conference bridge feature should more than one councilmember choose to participate 
remotely during the same meeting.      
 
Mr. Bennion reviewed the following guidelines established by the proposed policy: 
 

• Remote participation is intended for council members who cannot physically 
attend meetings for reasons of physical illness, injury or disability, personal 
emergencies, military service, or geographic distance. 
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• Remote participation will only be used for City Council meetings.   
• The Mayor or chair of the meeting is not allowed to participate remotely.    
• All council members will be subject to a limit of two City Council meetings per 

year in which remote participation can be used. 
    
Ted Odell raised the following concerns:  how do you know who is on the other phone, 
how do you keep the dialogue going and what impact will it have on the efficiency of the 
meetings.  He noted dates for meetings are established and he works around meetings 
in the scheduling of trips and other commitments.   
 
Chief Jordan stated that this has been used by the Mission Hills City Council.  It was 
difficult to hear the individual and the call was dropped several times without the City 
knowing.   
 
Eric Mikkelson stated this is a good idea and he is confident that any technology issue 
that arise can be overcome.  He wants the opportunity for wards to be represented 
particularly on critical issues and would hope that it would rarely be used but feels it is in 
the city’s best interest to have it available.   
 
Steve Noll stated that policy allows for it to be used two times during the year.   
 
Jori Nelson noted that Council members are not required to use remote call in process.  
It is in place for those rare occasions where it is needed.   
 
Laura Wassmer stated she is on the fence on this issue noting that she has been on the 
council several years without this being a problem.  She has been on several 
conference calls where the kids/dogs and other background noise from the individual 
on-line has made it very difficult to hear and carry on a conversation.  While she 
understands and appreciates the intent, she is not confident it would be a pleasant or 
productive experience.   
 
Andrew Wang stated he was supportive of the recommendation.  While it appears to 
have some limitations, he does not feel they are significant enough to not try 
implementation.   
 
Terrence Gallagher noted it is very difficult when you have substantial dialogue for the 
caller to participate.  Katie Logan stated the individual calling would need to ask to 
speak and the Council would need to be sensitive to allowing them speak and not speak 
over them.   
 
Ted Odell asked if this technology could be tested before moving forward on the policy.  
Eric Mikkelson stated the policy addresses the issue where the communication 
connection is not working.  He feels that Mayor Shaffer and Council President Weaver 
are very good at asking if there are any questions and that the caller would be able to be 
recognized.   
 
Youth Council member Kyle Baker mentioned the possibility of using Face Time.  
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Jori Nelson noted the number of other cities that have a similar policy in place and 
asked Mr. Bennion how it worked in Merriam.  Mr. Bennion responded it added a 
different dynamic to the meeting, but it is doable and it could be tested in advance.  Ms. 
Nelson asked if staff was aware of anyone doing this via “face time”.  Staff responded 
none to their knowledge.   
 
Laura Wassmer responded that she would like to try it for a trial period with the policy 
not becoming effective until it has been tested.  Jori Nelson questioned the setting of a 
trial period as the policy is not expected to be used frequently and it may be months 
before its first use.   
 
Steve Noll suggested that rather than get hung up on technology; he views this as a 
philosophical question – “is it possible to participate in a City Council meeting without 
being present?”  If the Council feels that is acceptable, the policy should be approved.   
 
David Morrison felt members could and do make every effort to attend meetings; 
however, he noted the difficulty the staff had in the past scheduling a meeting where 
everyone would be present for consideration of the Meadowbrook application that 
needed a supermajority vote.    
 
Eric Mikkelson stated a trial period is fine, but noted the policy could be repealed by the 
City Council if it is not working at any time.   
 
David Morrison    made the following motion, which was seconded by Steve Noll and 
passed by a vote of 9 to 2 (Hopkins, Odell) with one abstention (Gallagher). 
    
    MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT COUNCIL POLICY #029MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT COUNCIL POLICY #029MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT COUNCIL POLICY #029MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT COUNCIL POLICY #029    
    ENTITLED “REMOTE PARTICIPATION FOR CITY COUNCILENTITLED “REMOTE PARTICIPATION FOR CITY COUNCILENTITLED “REMOTE PARTICIPATION FOR CITY COUNCILENTITLED “REMOTE PARTICIPATION FOR CITY COUNCIL    
    MEETINGSMEETINGSMEETINGSMEETINGS    
                        COUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIREDCOUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED    
                            
    
ADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENT    
With no further business to come before the Council Committee of the Whole, Council 
President Ashley Weaver adjourned the meeting at 9:02 p.m. 
 
 
 
Ashley Weaver 
Council President 
 

 



ADMINISTRATION 
 

Committee of the Whole: December 1, 2014  
City Council Meeting: December 15, 2014  

 
 

Consider Policy Allowing for Remote Attendance at City Council Meetings 
 
 
Recommended Motion: 
Move that City Council approve Council Policy #29 regarding remote participation.   
 
Background: 
At the August 18, 2014 City Council meeting, Councilmember Nelson requested that the City 
Council consider allowing remote participation for City Council meetings.  Currently, the City 
has no policy to allow for remote participation in the event a councilmember is unable to 
physically attend, but is otherwise able to take part in deliberations and decision-making.  A 
work group was formed consisting of Councilmembers Jori Nelson, Steve Noll, and Andrew 
Wang.  The work group met on September 30 to discuss components of a proposed policy 
and research conducted by Councilmember Nelson.     
 
The attached policy has been drafted to allow for remote participation during the City Council 
meetings by members of the Council. This draft policy also seeks to establish a set of rules for 
city staff and the Governing Body when pursuing the use of remote participation. The city 
does have adequate technology in place to allow for one Councilmember at a time to 
participate remotely.  Research is being conducted on a conference bridge feature should 
more than one councilmember choose to participate remotely during the same meeting.      
 
Summary of Policy: 

• Remote participation is intended for council members who cannot physically attend 
meetings for reasons of physical illness, injury or disability, personal emergencies, 
military service, or geographic distance. 

• Remote participation will only be used for City Council meetings.   
• The Mayor or chair of the meeting is not allowed to participate remotely.    
• All council members will be subject to a limit of two City Council meetings per year in 

which remote participation can be used. 
 

Attachment: 
Council Policy #29 on remote participation 
Comparison of area city’s remote participation policies compiled by city staff 
 
Prepared By:  
Quinn Bennion 
City Administrator 
Date: November 11, 2014 
 
 
 



City Council Policy #29: Remote Participation for City Council Meetings 
Effective Date:  
Approved By:  
 

 
I. 

To establish a policy allowing for and regulating remote attendance for City Council 
members who are not physically present at City Council meetings so they may 
participate in the decision process for matters of high importance to the City.  Council 
members are strongly encouraged to physically attend meetings whenever possible. 

PURPOSE 

II. 
The City Administrator is responsible for administering the policy and making information 
related to remote participation available.  

RESPONSIBILITY 

 
III. 

“Remote Participation” is defined as the participation of a council member who is not 
physically present.  

DEFINITIONS 

 
IV. 

A. To be eligible to participate in a city council meeting remotely, a council member 
should give 24 hours’ notice to the City Administrator or his or her designee.  

POLICY 

B. Remote participation is intended for council members who cannot physically attend 
meetings for reasons of physical illness, injury or disability, personal emergencies, 
military service, or geographic distance. 

C. The remote participation policy is subject to the following restrictions: 
1. Remote participation will only be used for City Council meetings.  Remote 

participation will not be used for executive sessions, training, council retreats, 
workshops, field demonstrations, committee meetings, or committee of the 
whole meetings. 

2. A quorum, not including any remote participant(s), must be physically present 
for remote participation to occur.  The Mayor or chair of the meeting is not 
allowed to participate remotely.    

3. Remote participation will not be used for any meeting that takes place outside 
of the Council Chamber at Prairie Village City Hall. 

4. All council members will be subject to a limit of two City Council meetings per 
year in which remote participation is accepted for attendance. Any meeting in 
which a council member utilizes the remote participation policy, whether 
attended in whole or in part via remote participation, will count toward the two-
meeting-per-year limit specified above. 

D. A council member utilizing remote participation must be capable of fully participating 
in the meeting, must be able to adequately communicate with all other members of 
the Governing Body, city staff, or other parties present at the meeting, and should 

 



make all reasonable effort to be fully aware of all discussions, votes, activities, 
presentations, and any other conveyances of information occurring at said meeting. 

E. In the event that full participation requires the use of documents, briefs, visual 
presentation of information, or any information conveyed via physical media, city staff 
will make reasonable efforts to assist in providing council members utilizing remote 
participation with the information, via physical or electronic means.  
 

V. 
A. Upon request for remote attendance by a council member, and if qualifications for 

remote participation are met, the City Administrator will direct city staff to make 
accommodations for the possibility of remote attendance. 

PROCEDURES 

B. Remote participants are permitted to use any method that allows them to be 
heard by those physically present at the meeting, and to hear all activities and 
discussion of the meeting clearly. Visual methods are permitted but not required.  

C. The names of any remote participant(s) will be stated during roll call and remote 
participation will be explicitly noted for the record. The entrance, exit, or re-
entrance of the meeting by any remote participants will also be noted in the 
meeting minutes. 

D. The remote participant will verify at the beginning of the meeting his or her 
identity and confirm that he or she is able to fully participate and is not unduly 
influenced by others, and that his or her participation will be full and absent 
distraction.  

E. Should the remote participant experience technical difficulties, discussion will be 
suspended until the remote participant is again able to be fully present. Should 
technical difficulties occur, the mayor will retain authority to discontinue any 
remote participation and continue the meeting.  

F. In general, delays collectively lasting longer than fifteen minutes will result in 
discontinuation of remote participation and termination of any remote connection, 
at the Mayor’s discretion. 
 



Area Cities Remote Participation Information 

City Contact Remote Attendance allowed? Yes/No, Notes
Fairway Abbie Aldridge, Admin Clerk Yes; Allows phone-ins
Leawood Yes; Allowed in city code; See link below; Section 1-115

http://www.leawood.org/pdf/code/Chapter%201%20Article%201WEB.pdf
Lenexa David Bryant, City Clerk No; Phone link-ups do not constitute attendance
Merriam Juli Pinnick, City Clerk Yes; Provision in governing body rules allows for remote attendance; 

any councilmember using provision is questioned by City Attorney at start
Mission Glen Cole, Intern Yes; City recently approved remote participation policy
Mission Hills Courtney Christensen, City Admin. Yes; Allows phone-ins; no policy or ordinance 
Olathe Tracy Howell, City Clerk Yes; Generally yes but no remote attendance for executive  session

No formal policy adopted.  Also used for inclement weather
Overland Park Elizabeth, City Clerk's Office No; Has happened at one point under extenuating circumstances
Roeland Park Joe Blankenship, Admin Asst. Yes; Allows phone-ins
Shawnee Katie Killen, Asst. City Manager No; Has not been allowed in the past

Completed by Eric Schumacher, Management Intern, September 2014



 

 

    COMMITTEECOMMITTEECOMMITTEECOMMITTEE    ON THE COMMITTEESON THE COMMITTEESON THE COMMITTEESON THE COMMITTEES    
 

Council Council Council Council Committee Committee Committee Committee MeetingMeetingMeetingMeeting    Date: Date: Date: Date: December 1December 1December 1December 1, 2014, 2014, 2014, 2014    
Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: Council Meeting Date: December 15December 15December 15December 15, 2014, 2014, 2014, 2014    

    
    

    
COU2014COU2014COU2014COU2014----50505050::::    Consider Consider Consider Consider City Council Policy RevisionsCity Council Policy RevisionsCity Council Policy RevisionsCity Council Policy Revisions    
    
    

RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
    

The Committee on the Committees recommends the following proposed revisions in 
the City Council Policies:  

• CP001 
o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.1. Communications Committee 
o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.6. ADA Advisory Committee  
o Strikethrough and delete Section V.A.7. Homes Association Committee  

• CP006 
o Strikethrough and delete CP006 – Animal Control Committee 
o Additional changes to the Animal Control Committee will be proposed 

with the Municipal Code Chapter 2 revisions.     
• CP610 

o Strikethrough and delete CP610 – Communications Committee 
 

It is recommended these proposed revisions become effective January 2, 2015.      

BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
Following the budget discussions at the May 6, 2013 City Council meeting, an ad 
hoc committee was established to review required resources and current structure of 
all citizen committees in the City of Prairie Village.  The ad hoc committee has met 
nine times to discuss the roles and responsibilities, dedicated staff time, and 
financial resources for each of the committees.  A survey was distributed to all 
committee members for their input regarding the possible elimination, consolidation, 
or reformation of their committee as well as other topics such as term limits, 
leadership selection, staff time, and funding.  Additionally, staff representatives for 
the committees were consulted in regards to the roles and responsibilities of the 
committees and their value to the organization.  The City Council was informed of 
these recommendations during the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting.  
Another Committee on the Committees meeting was held on October 3, 2014.  
Letters were also sent to the committee members whose committees are being 
recommended for dissolution inviting them to the December 1 City Council meeting.     
 

ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
CP001 – Final version  
 

PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
Nolan Sunderman 
Assistant to the City Administrator 
Date: 11/18/14    
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City Council Policy: City Council Policy: City Council Policy: City Council Policy:     CP001 CP001 CP001 CP001 ----    Public CommitteesPublic CommitteesPublic CommitteesPublic Committees    
    
Effective Date: Effective Date: Effective Date: Effective Date: January 2, 2015January 2, 2015January 2, 2015January 2, 2015    
    
Amends: CP001 Amends: CP001 Amends: CP001 Amends: CP001 ––––    dated dated dated dated February 19, 2008 February 19, 2008 February 19, 2008 February 19, 2008     
    
Approved By:  Governing BodyApproved By:  Governing BodyApproved By:  Governing BodyApproved By:  Governing Body    
 

 
I.I.I.I. SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
    
II.II.II.II. PURPOSEPURPOSEPURPOSEPURPOSE    

A.  To establish public committees which will allow citizen involvement and provide recommendations to the 
Governing Body.    

    
III.III.III.III. RESPONSIBILITYRESPONSIBILITYRESPONSIBILITYRESPONSIBILITY    

A.  The Mayor and Council shall be responsible for appointing members to serve on the committees established 
by this policy.    

    
IV.IV.IV.IV. DEFINITIONSDEFINITIONSDEFINITIONSDEFINITIONS    

 
V.V.V.V. POLICYPOLICYPOLICYPOLICY    

A.  There are established, in the city, public committees with the following requirements for membership, 
meetings and duties: 
1.Insurance CommitteeInsurance CommitteeInsurance CommitteeInsurance Committee 

a. The Mayor shall appoint council members as Chairman and Vice-Chairman. In addition, the Mayor will 
appoint four other members who have an insurance background. 

b. The Committee will meet as needed to monitor and discuss insurance issues relating to the City, and to 
recommend insurance bid award, when applicable. 

2.Prairie Village Arts CouncilPrairie Village Arts CouncilPrairie Village Arts CouncilPrairie Village Arts Council 
a. The Mayor shall appoint a Councilmember to serve as the reporting member of this committee for a one 

year term. In addition, the committee will include a Chairman and ten members, preferably 
representing each Ward in the city, and two youth representatives    appointed by the Mayor with a 
consent of the Council. These eleven members will be appointed to serve a three year term and will 
serve without compensation. The youth representatives will serve one year terms. Vacancies which 
occur in these twelve appointments shall be filled by appointment of the Mayor with the consent of 
Council for the unexpired term. 

b. The Prairie Village Arts Council will meet as needed at a time and place designated by the Governing 
Body and/or the Chairman. 

c. The Prairie Village Arts Council will recommend to the Governing Body policies and guidelines on 
matters pertaining to: promotion and development of the arts in Prairie Village, acquisition of art for 
the city's identification graphics, landscaping of city facilities, and development of cultural activities for 
the city.  

3. Environment/RecycleEnvironment/RecycleEnvironment/RecycleEnvironment/Recycle    CommitteeCommitteeCommitteeCommittee 
a. The Mayor shall appoint two Council members to serve as reporting members of this committee to 

serve for a one year term. 
b. The Environment/Recycle Committee will meet from time to time when called by the Chairperson or 

Vice-Chairperson or three members of the committee. 
c. Committee to serve a three year term without compensation. The committee will include two youth 

representatives who will serve one year terms. Vacancies shall be filled by the Mayor & Council for 
the balance of the unexpired term. 

d. Members shall select the officers of the committee including, but not limited to; a Chairperson and Vice-
Chairperson to serve for a one year term without compensation. 

e. The Environment/Recycle Committee will recommend to the governing body policies, guidelines or 
programs including but not limited to maintaining and enhancing air quality, reducing waste disposal 
in landfills, increasing awareness  of the need to conserve natural resources and generally 
educating the public on methods to protect the environment. 

4. Prairie Village Sister City CoPrairie Village Sister City CoPrairie Village Sister City CoPrairie Village Sister City Committeemmitteemmitteemmittee 
 a.  The Mayor shall appoint a council member to serve as the reporting member of this committee for a one 

year term.  The committee will elect a Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson.  These two members will 
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serve for a two year term and will serve without compensation.  There shall be no limit on the number 
of consecutive terms an officer can serve.  The Staff Liaison person will serve as Secretary/Treasurer. 

b.   Nine regular members shall be appointed for three year staggered terms with three term expirations 
occurring in March each year.  If a vacancy occurs, a replacement appointed by the Mayor shall fulfill 
the remainder of the term.  Near the expiration of a member’s term, the Chairperson shall recommend 
in writing to the Mayor whether the member should be reappointed for another three year term. 

c.  The committee may include two youth representatives who shall serve one year terms.  These 
representatives will be appointed by the Mayor, at the recommendation of the Chairperson. 

d.  Elections of Chairperson and Vice Chairperson will be held bi-annually at the regular meeting in 
February.  A nominating committee including the Chairperson, the Council Liaison and a member at  
large agreed upon by the Chairperson and the Council Liaison will propose a slate of officers.  
Nominations may also be made from the floor at the time of the election.  If a vacancy occurs in the 
office of the Vice Chairperson, those duties will be fulfilled until the next election by the committee 
member most senior in time of service on the committee. 

e.   The Prairie Village Sister City Committee shall meet from time to time when called by the Chairperson 
or by the Vice Chairperson.  A quorum will consist of a simple majority of the number of currently filled 
seats. 

f.   The Prairie Village Sister City Committee will recommend to the Governing Body [policies, guidelines or 
programs including, but not limited to:  promotion of cultural ties between the City of Prairie Village 
and its sister cities; cultural learning opportunities for Prairie Village children and adults; economic 
and business development opportunities between Prairie Village businesses and its sister cities; and 
to promote exchanges of students and city leaders as appropriate to promote cultural, educational, 
economic and social ties wherever possible. 

5. Ad HocAd HocAd HocAd Hoc    CommitteeCommitteeCommitteeCommittee 
a. The Mayor will appoint a Chairman and members to serve on Ad Hoc Committees as needed.  One 

member of the Council will be appointed by the Mayor to serve as the reporting member of the 
committee. 

b. Meetings of the committee will be held as designated by the Mayor, the Governing Body and/or the 
Chairman of the committee. 

c. The Committee shall discuss issues as requested by the Mayor and/or the Governing Body. 
d. Ad Hoc Committees will be established by the Mayor to discuss a particular subject and make 

recommendations related to the subject matter to the Mayor and Council. These committees shall 
continue to meet as long as necessary, but will not be considered permanent committees. 

 



CONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDACONSENT AGENDA    
    

Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  Council Meeting Date:  December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014December 15, 2014    
 

    
 
COU 2014COU 2014COU 2014COU 2014----56565656    Consider Consider Consider Consider expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport expending forfeiture funds to purchase a transport 

vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response vehicle for the Police Department Critical Incident Response 
Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)Team (CIRT)    

  
 
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
 
The Police Department recommends the Council approve the use of forfeiture funds to 
purchase a Van to transport the CIRT Team during operations and training.    
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTIONSUGGESTED MOTION    
 
I move to approve the use of forfeiture funds to not exceed $25,000 for the purchase of 
a transport Van for the CIRT Team through normal purchasing policy requirements.   
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
 
The use of forfeiture funds is specified by K.S.A. 60-4117 (d.3), which states, in part, 
“…shall be used for such special, additional law enforcement purposes as the law 
enforcement agency head deems appropriate…neither future forfeitures nor the 
proceeds from such forfeitures shall be used in planning or adopting a law enforcement 
agency’s budget.”  The State of Kansas has invested the purchase authority in the 
proverbial hands of the “law enforcement agency head.”  
 
Although Council approval is not required, the Chief of Police and City Administrator felt 
it would be reasonable to route this item through Council to be informative, transparent, 
and validate the need for the expenditure.  Sgt. Roberson, CIRT Team Supervisor, will 
present information to the Council why this vehicle is necessary based on the 
operational needs of the CIRT Team.  
 

The Department does not plan to increase the size of the authorized fleet.  The 
Command Post (circa 1989) will be retired and we will call upon other public safety 
agencies to provide this capability if a future incident would dictate the need. 
 
[It should be noted that the Police Department provides the Council with a full 
accounting of forfeiture fund purchases on an annual basis] 
  
Prepared By: 

Wes Jordan 
Chief of Police 
Date:  December 11, 2014 
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PUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKSPUBLIC WORKS    DEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENTDEPARTMENT    
 

Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014Committee Meeting Date: 12/15/2014    
CCCCouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:ouncil Meeting Date:    12/12/12/12/15151515/201/201/201/2014444        

    
    
CONSIDER CONSIDER CONSIDER CONSIDER AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR AGREEMENT FOR PUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MAPUBLIC WORKS WORK MANAGEMENT NAGEMENT NAGEMENT NAGEMENT 
SOFTWARESOFTWARESOFTWARESOFTWARE    

    
RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION    
    
    
    
Staff recommends the City Council approve the agreement with Lucity, Inc. for $74,500 
for Public Works Work Management Software. 
 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUNDBACKGROUND    
    
The Public Works department initiated and managed a request for qualifications (RFQ) 
process to select a vendor to provide a new Public Works Work Management Software.  
The current software, VHB, has been utilized for almost 20 years and is no longer 
supported and prevents upgrade to the GIS software to current versions.  Upgrading the 
system will allow for efficiencies in the operations and will minimize duplication of efforts.  
City crews will be able to manage work orders and inventories while in the field utilizing 
tablets eliminating manual or hand written information.    The new software will maintain 
the City's asset inventories (ie. pavement, sidewalks, signs, drainage items, and trees, 
etc.) as well as provide service request, work order and equipment maintenance 
modules.  The agreement also includes the data conversion for existing data as well as 
full implementation of the software and training for employees. 
 
The RFQ process consisted of advertising for companies to submit their qualifications to 
the City for review.  Four companies submitted RFQ's.  All four companies were asked to 
provide demonstrations of their products.  After demonstrations Public Works staff 
determined that there were two vendors that best met the department's needs and 
requirements.  After pricing submittals were reviewed Lucity, Inc. was chosen for its 
product and associated price.  Lucity, Inc. is based in Overland Park, KS and is currently 
used by several local communities including Overland Park, Leawood, Lenexa, and 
Johnson County.  Given that the City’s IT services are now provided by Johnson County 
IT they are already familiar with the software and its requirements.   
 
Lucity, Inc. will allow Public Works to move forward with the current asset inventory 
processes and it will allow the data to be integrated with GIS making access to the data 
more map-centric.  This system will allow our field crews to input data and manage work 
orders in the field.  Another benefit is that City Hall staff can have access to the system 
as well and initial discussions have occurred regarding the use of the customer response 
module. 
 
There will be a few additional items required for this project.  It will require two new 
licenses of ESRI mapping software, a new server license and seven handheld mobile 
devices.  These items will be purchased through the IT fund.  The IT Project Fund has 
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$105,000 budgeted for the complete project and is adequate for the completion of the 
project.  Full implementation of the software will take about four months. 
 
All similar software typically requires a yearly support fee that covers software updates 
and customer support.  From discussions with the local communities that utilize the 
Lucity, Inc. software they do provide excellent support and are very responsive.  Lucity, 
Inc. has a yearly fee of $8,980 which will be invoiced at the end of year one and will 
increase by about 2.5% per year after that. 
 
 
 
 
FUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCEFUNDING SOURCE    
    
Funds are budgeted in the IT Project Fund and are sufficient for purchase and 
installation. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTSATTACHMENTS    
 

1. Lucity, Inc. Agreement 
 
 
PREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BYPREPARED BY    
    
Keith Bredehoeft, Public Works Director     December 8, 2014    
                    

















































MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTSMAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTSMAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTSMAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS    
    

December December December December 11115555,,,,    2014201420142014    
    
    

Committee meetings scheduled for the next two weeks:Committee meetings scheduled for the next two weeks:Committee meetings scheduled for the next two weeks:Committee meetings scheduled for the next two weeks:    

Arts Council 12/17/2015 7:00 p.m. 
Council Committee of the Whole  1/05/2015 6:00 p.m. 
City Council 1/05/2015 7:30 p.m. 

================================================================= 

 
The Prairie Village Arts Council is pleased to present a photography exhibit by Kathleen 
Manning in the R. G. Endres Gallery during the month of December.   
 
City offices will be closed on Thursday, December 25, 2014 in observance of the 
Christmas holiday. 
 
Deffenbaugh will observe the Christmas holiday. Regular trash pickup for Thursday and 
Friday will be delayed by one day. 
 
City offices will be closed on Thursday, January 1, 2015 in observance of New Year’s 
Day.  
 
Deffenbaugh will observe the New Year’s Day holiday. Regular trash pickup for 
Thursday and Friday will be delayed by one day. 
 



INFORMATIONALINFORMATIONALINFORMATIONALINFORMATIONAL    ITEMSITEMSITEMSITEMS    
December 1December 1December 1December 15555, 2014, 2014, 2014, 2014    

    
    

1. Board of Zoning Appeals Minutes – November 4, 2014 
2. Planning Commission Minutes – November 4, 2014 
3. Parks & Recreation Committee Minutes – November 12, 2014 
4. Insurance Committee Minutes – December 3, 2014 
5. Mark Your Calendar 

 



BBBBOARD OF ZONING APPEALSOARD OF ZONING APPEALSOARD OF ZONING APPEALSOARD OF ZONING APPEALS    
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSASCITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSASCITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSASCITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS    

MINUTESMINUTESMINUTESMINUTES    
TUESDAYTUESDAYTUESDAYTUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, NOVEMBER 4, NOVEMBER 4, NOVEMBER 4,,,,    2014201420142014    

    
    
ROLL CALLROLL CALLROLL CALLROLL CALL    
The meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of Prairie Village, Kansas was 
held on Tuesday, November 4, 2014 in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Building 
at 7700 Mission Road.   Chairman Randy Kronblad called the meeting to order at 6:30 
p.m. with the following members present: Bob Lindeblad, Nancy Vennard, Nancy 
Wallerstein and  Larry Levy.   Also present in their advisory capacity to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals were:  Ron Williamson, Planning Consultant; Kate Gunja, Assistant City 
Administrator; Mitch Dringman, Building Official and Joyce Hagen Mundy, Board 
Secretary. 
 
Kate Gunja introduced the city’s new Building Official Mitch Dringman who was in 
attendance.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  APPROVAL OF MINUTES  APPROVAL OF MINUTES  APPROVAL OF MINUTES      
Bob Lindeblad asked that the minutes reflect the actual vote on the motion to continue 
BZA2014-04.  The correction is as follows:  “The motion was voted on and passed by a 
vote of 4 (Levy, Wolf, Wallerstein, Kronblad) to 3 (Lindeblad, Breneman, Vennard).”   
Bob Lindeblad moved the minutes of the October 7, 2014 meeting of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals be approved as corrected.  The motion was seconded by Nancy 
Vennard and passed unanimously. 

    
Chairman Randy Kronblad reviewed the procedures for the public hearings, noting that 
there are two new applications before the Board and the application continued from the 
October meeting.   
 

BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014----04 04 04 04  Request for a Variance from P.V.M.C. 19.44.020(C4)  “Yard Request for a Variance from P.V.M.C. 19.44.020(C4)  “Yard Request for a Variance from P.V.M.C. 19.44.020(C4)  “Yard Request for a Variance from P.V.M.C. 19.44.020(C4)  “Yard 
Exceptions” to increase the projection of the porta cochere Exceptions” to increase the projection of the porta cochere Exceptions” to increase the projection of the porta cochere Exceptions” to increase the projection of the porta cochere     

                            5115 West 815115 West 815115 West 815115 West 81stststst    Street Street Street Street         
 
Chairman Randy Kronblad noted the public hearing on this application was closed and 
called upon the applicant to present any new information.   
 
Jerry Mancuso, asked that Board Member Bob Lindeblad recuse himself based upon 
improprieties.  He does not feel Mr. Lindeblad can make an unbiased decision and is 
misusing his power as a board member.  Mr. Mancuso stated he had hired a detective 
and volunteered to disclose that information to the board members.  Mr. Mancuso asked 
Mr. Lindeblad if he would recuse himself.  Mr. Lindeblad responded “no”.  He then asked 
the Board to recuse Mr. Lindeblad.  Mr. Mancuso noted that two board members were 



not in attendance and asked that his application be continued until it could be heard by 
the full board.   
Mr. Mancuso was asked to submit the additional information that was requested by the 
Board at the October meeting prior to the end of the week in order for it to be  
considered at the December 2nd meeting as the filing deadline for that meeting has past.    
 
 

BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014----05 05 05 05     Appeal from Section 19.48H of the Zoning Ordinances Appeal from Section 19.48H of the Zoning Ordinances Appeal from Section 19.48H of the Zoning Ordinances Appeal from Section 19.48H of the Zoning Ordinances 
prohibiting signs from extending above the height of the wall on prohibiting signs from extending above the height of the wall on prohibiting signs from extending above the height of the wall on prohibiting signs from extending above the height of the wall on 
which it is mounted & Section 19.48.012(I) “Roof sign”which it is mounted & Section 19.48.012(I) “Roof sign”which it is mounted & Section 19.48.012(I) “Roof sign”which it is mounted & Section 19.48.012(I) “Roof sign”    

     
Mike Kress with Generator Studio appeared before the Board to appeal the 
interpretation of the Building Official that the proposed signage for 2310 West 75th Street 
was a roof sign and therefore prohibited.  The requested sign is proposed to be mounted 
on top of the canopy over the entrance of the office building.  It will not be located on the 
roof.   
 
Mr. Kress stated he felt the proposed location was both the safest location for the 
signage and the best location for visibility by the public on the high traffic, high speed 
75th Street.  The building owner does not want a monument sign, feels that this is the 
most logical location for the identification signage and the sign fits the integrity of the 
architecture of the building.  He understands the intent of the regulations for signage to 
not project above a building’s roof and feels the proposed sign meets the intent of those 
regulations.   
 
Ron Williamson explained that although the appeal was made for a sign at a specific 
location, it needs to be emphasized that if this appeal is approved it affects the Sign 
Ordinance as a whole, not just this specific location. Therefore, if approved, this type of 
sign could be located on any business building in the City. The specific location for this 
appeal is merely an example of the decision being appealed. 
 
The applicant requested a sign permit for a sign that would be mounted on the top of the 
new entrance canopy as shown on the attached drawing. The Building Official denied 
the permit on the basis that the sign is a roof sign which is prohibited by the Sign 
Ordinance. It also violates Section 19.48.25.H. which prohibits signs from extending 
above the height of the wall on which is it mounted. 
 
Mr. Williamson noted that the city code does not define “roof signs”.  The Leawood 
Ordinance defines roof signs as follows: 

Roof SignRoof SignRoof SignRoof Sign – Any sign erected and constructed wholly on the roof of a building, 
supported by the roof structure. 
 

The Leawood Ordinance also prohibits roof signs. 
 
The applicant has suggested that it is a marquee sign and the Prairie Village Ordinance 
is silent on marquee signs. However, the Leawood Ordinance defines marquee signs 
as: 



Marquee SignMarquee SignMarquee SignMarquee Sign – Any sign attached flat against or under the canopy of a building, 
but not on the upper surface of a canopy. 

Based on that definition the proposed sign would not be permitted. 
 
The Overland Park definitions are virtually the same as Leawood and are as follows: 

“Roof sign”“Roof sign”“Roof sign”“Roof sign” means any sign erected, constructed and maintained wholly upon or 
over the roof of the building and having the roof as a principal means of support. 
“Marquee sign”“Marquee sign”“Marquee sign”“Marquee sign” means any sign attached flat against or under the marquee or 
permanent sidewalk canopy of a building, but not on the upper surface of a 
marquee or canopy. 

 
Mr. Williamson added that when the Planning Commission approved Sign Standards for 
3520 W. 75th Street, it was determined that the sign above the entrance canopy 
(Continental) was a roof sign and it was required to be removed as a condition of 
approval of the Sign Standards. 
 
Bob Lindeblad noted he remembers the discussion on the building at 3520 West 75th 
Street.  However, as he views this application the sign does not appear to be a roof sign, 
but simply a sign located of the roof of a canopy.  He feels it is a creative application of 
signage.   
 
Larry Levy noted similar signs are seen throughout the country.   
 
Randy Kronblad asked if there would be any illumination.  Mr. Kress responded a 
hidden  low light, not visible to the public, would light the lettering giving it a silhouette 
appearance.   
 
Nancy Vennard noted the library on Mission Road has a canopy with lettering on the 
face of the canopy and asked if a similar application would be possible.  Mr. Kress 
responded the owner did not feel such an application would provide the needed 
visibility.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein confirmed there will not be a monument sign or other signage on the 
building.  Mr. Williamson noted that this is a single tenant building.  Mr. Kress responded 
the identifying signage for the building is located on a wall sign inside the building.   
 
Larry Levy asked the height of the letters.  Mr. Kress stated the capital letters are 12 
inches in height and comply with the city’s regulations.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein confirmed if the appeal was approved similar signage could be 
installed without Planning Commission review.  Mr. Williamson noted only in single 
tenant buildings.  Multi-tenant buildings would have to come before the Commission for 
approval of sign standards and the subject would be addressed then.   
 
Nancy Vennard asked if the zoning regulations needed to be changed to address this. 
Mr. Williamson stated that the approval of the appeal would actually change the sign 
regulations and an amendment is not needed. 



 
Bob Lindeblad noted that if the lettering was adjacent to a fascia location it would be 
called a wall sign, not a roof sign.  He asked how far the canopy extended from the 
building.  Mr. Kress replied 11 feet.   
 
Mr. Lindeblad confirmed that in order to approve the proposed signage it would need to 
be considered a wall sign and meet the sign criteria.  Mr. Williamson stated the 
proposed sign does comply with the limitation on the percentage of building façade 
coverage.   Mr. Lindeblad stated he feels the signage should be approved as long as it 
is below the eve of the roof.   
 
Larry Levy moved the Board of Zoning Appeals finds the proposed signage to be a wall 
sign as long as its location is within the plane of the building and below the roof eve.  
The motion was seconded by Nancy Wallerstein.   
 
Mrs. Wallerstein asked if the motion could include that this signage would be in lieu of a 
monument sign.  Ron Williamson stated conditions cannot be applied to an appeal of an 
interpretation.  The action of the Commission is simply to make the determination that 
the proposed signage is a wall sign and not a roof sign and therefore in compliance with 
the city’s code.   
 
The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.   
 

BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014BZA2014----00006666        Request for a Variance from Section 19.14.030 “Rear Yard” for a Request for a Variance from Section 19.14.030 “Rear Yard” for a Request for a Variance from Section 19.14.030 “Rear Yard” for a Request for a Variance from Section 19.14.030 “Rear Yard” for a 
redredredreduction from the 25’ setback of 6’4” for an enclosed deck uction from the 25’ setback of 6’4” for an enclosed deck uction from the 25’ setback of 6’4” for an enclosed deck uction from the 25’ setback of 6’4” for an enclosed deck     

    7919 Pawnee Street7919 Pawnee Street7919 Pawnee Street7919 Pawnee Street    
 
Chris Lewis, 7919 Pawnee, was present with his wife to present their deck contractor.  
Mr. Lewis stated he is requesting a variance to screen in an existing deck that was built 
as part of the original footprint.  He noted the unit attached to his screened in his deck a 
few years ago.  It was noted that cedar trees block the view of the deck from the 
neighbors.   
 
Chairman Randy Kronblad asked if anyone was present to address the Board on this 
application.  With no one wanting to address the Board, the public hearing was closed at 
8:05 p.m.   
 
Ron Williamson noted the deck is approximately 12’ 4” by 15’ 8”. The deck extends 
approximately 6’ 4” into the rear yard. An unenclosed deck, which may have a roof, can 
extend into the rear yard 12 feet. Since the enclosed deck will extend into the rear yard 
6’ 4”, the applicant needs a variance in order to enclose the deck. 
 
This is an RP-4 Planned District which permits common wall single-family residences. 
This is the north unit of a two-family attached dwelling. The south unit has enclosed its 
deck. The rear yard requirement is 35 feet in the R-4 District. However, in the RP-4 
Planned District the rear yard can be reduced to 60% of the requirement which would be 
21 feet. Based on a field measurement of the existing dwelling it appears that it is 25 



feet from the property line so the variance would be approximately 6’ 4”. This dwelling 
was built in 1983 and unfortunately the Development Plan is not as detailed as required 
now. Pawnee Street is a private street and there are no standard setback lines. Each 
building location was approved on the plan and there are several stand-alone single-
family dwellings, as well as, two-family attached dwellings in the development. 
 
Mr. Williamson noted the existing deck is set on wood columns with concrete footings. It 
is critical that the proposed screened-in deck does not become an all-season room. 
Therefore, if the variance is approved, a condition should be attached limiting the 
foundation to the existing columns and footings and that it is only a screened porch. 
 
Bob Lindeblad confirmed that the applicant could build a fence around the deck.   
 
Since the variance request was very minor a neighborhood meeting was not required. 
 
Chairman Randy Kronblad led the Board in the following review of the five required 
conditions: 
    
A.A.A.A. UniquenessUniquenessUniquenessUniqueness    

That the vThat the vThat the vThat the variance requested arises from such condition which is unique to the ariance requested arises from such condition which is unique to the ariance requested arises from such condition which is unique to the ariance requested arises from such condition which is unique to the 
property in question and which is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district; property in question and which is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district; property in question and which is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district; property in question and which is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district; 
and is not created by an action or actions of the property owner or the applicant.and is not created by an action or actions of the property owner or the applicant.and is not created by an action or actions of the property owner or the applicant.and is not created by an action or actions of the property owner or the applicant.    
In order for the proIn order for the proIn order for the proIn order for the property to meet the condition of uniqueness, it must have some perty to meet the condition of uniqueness, it must have some perty to meet the condition of uniqueness, it must have some perty to meet the condition of uniqueness, it must have some 
peculiar physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition that would result peculiar physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition that would result peculiar physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition that would result peculiar physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition that would result 
in a practical difficulty as distinguished from a mere inconvenience to utilize the in a practical difficulty as distinguished from a mere inconvenience to utilize the in a practical difficulty as distinguished from a mere inconvenience to utilize the in a practical difficulty as distinguished from a mere inconvenience to utilize the 
property without granting tproperty without granting tproperty without granting tproperty without granting the variancehe variancehe variancehe variance. 

This lot is located in a development that is unusual. The development was planned 
around the commercial transmission tower which has a 420 foot radius from the center 
point. This has created an unusual layout for this development which is not found in 
other parts of the City.    
 
Bob Lindeblad noted this is unique planned development without a clear development 
plan establishing setbacks for the project and therefore, moved the Board find that the 
variance does arise from a condition unique to this property.  The motion was seconded 
by Nancy Wallerstein and passed by a vote of 5 to 0.    
    
B.B.B.B. Adjacent PropertyAdjacent PropertyAdjacent PropertyAdjacent Property    

That the granting of the permit for the variance would not adversely That the granting of the permit for the variance would not adversely That the granting of the permit for the variance would not adversely That the granting of the permit for the variance would not adversely affect the rights affect the rights affect the rights affect the rights 
of adjacent property owners or residents.of adjacent property owners or residents.of adjacent property owners or residents.of adjacent property owners or residents.    

The south unit has already enclosed their deck and the unit to the north will not be 
affected. A private drive is located to the west. The houses to the east back into this 
property and the rear wall of those houses is approximately 65’ from the property line. 
Also the property line is heavily landscaped and provides screening. Adjacent property 
should not be adversely affected. 
 



Nancy Vennard moved the Board find that the variance does not adversely affect the 
rights of adjacent property owners or residences.  The motion was seconded by Bob 
Lindeblad and passed by a vote of 5 to 0.   
    
C.C.C.C. HardshipHardshipHardshipHardship    

That the strict application of the provisions of these regulations from which a That the strict application of the provisions of these regulations from which a That the strict application of the provisions of these regulations from which a That the strict application of the provisions of these regulations from which a 
variance is requested willvariance is requested willvariance is requested willvariance is requested will    constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the property constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the property constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the property constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the property 
owner represented in the application.owner represented in the application.owner represented in the application.owner represented in the application.    

The deck already exists and there is no other location to build a new one and enclose it. 
If the enclosure would line up with the existing rear building line it would only be six feet 
deep, which would not be useful.    
    
Nancy Vennard noted there is not another feasible location for the deck and moved that 
the Board find the variance would constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the property 
owner.  The motion was seconded by Nancy Wallerstein and passed by a vote of 5 to 0.    
    
D.D.D.D. Public InterestPublic InterestPublic InterestPublic Interest    

That the variance desired will not adversely affect the publicThat the variance desired will not adversely affect the publicThat the variance desired will not adversely affect the publicThat the variance desired will not adversely affect the public    health, safety, morals, health, safety, morals, health, safety, morals, health, safety, morals, 
order, convenience, prosperity, or general welfare.order, convenience, prosperity, or general welfare.order, convenience, prosperity, or general welfare.order, convenience, prosperity, or general welfare.    

The proposed variance is only for the existing deck which is 15’ 8” in length, not the 
entire building. It is a minor improvement and will not adversely affect the public health, 
safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity or general welfare.    

    
Bob Lindeblad moved the Board find that the variance will not adversely affect the public 
health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity or general welfare.  The motion 
was seconded by Nancy Wallerstein and passed by a vote of 5 to 0. 

    
E.E.E.E. Spirit and Intent of the RegulationSpirit and Intent of the RegulationSpirit and Intent of the RegulationSpirit and Intent of the Regulation    

That the granting of the variance desired would not be opposed to the general spirit That the granting of the variance desired would not be opposed to the general spirit That the granting of the variance desired would not be opposed to the general spirit That the granting of the variance desired would not be opposed to the general spirit 
and intent of these regulations.and intent of these regulations.and intent of these regulations.and intent of these regulations.    

This is a planned development that was built in 1983 which has non-standard setbacks 
and building locations. The approval of this variance would accommodate an 
improvement that was not anticipated in 1983 and would not be opposed to the general 
spirit and intent of these regulations. 
 
Nancy Vennard moved that the Board find that the variance is not opposed to the 
general spirit and intent of these regulations.   The motion was seconded by Bob 
Lindeblad and passed by a vote of 5 to 0.  
 
Nancy Wallerstein moved that  after reviewing the information submitted and 
consideration of the testimony during the public hearing, the Board finds that all five 
conditions can be met as required by state statutes, that the Board grant the requested 
variance subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the variance be approved for only the enclosure of the existing deck as shown 
on the plans submitted with the application. 

2. That no additional foundation or footings be constructed and the enclosure be 
screened only. 



The motion was seconded by Bob Lindeblad and passed by a vote of 5 to 0.   
 
    
OTHER BUSINESSOTHER BUSINESSOTHER BUSINESSOTHER BUSINESS    
It was noted that the Board will meet again on December 2, 2014 to consider the 
continued application and hear a new application for 3905 Delmar.  
 

    
ADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENTADJOURNMENT    
Chairman Randy Kronblad adjourned the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals at 
8:10 p.m. 
 
 
 
Randy Kronblad 
Chairman 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
November 4, 2014 

 
 
ROLL CALL 
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on 
Tuesday, November 4, 2014, in the Municipal Building Council Chambers at 7700 
Mission Road.  Chairman Bob Lindeblad called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m. with 
the following members present: Nancy Vennard, Nancy Wallerstein, Larry Levy and 
Randy Kronblad. 
 
The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 
Commission:  Ron Williamson, City Planning Consultant; Kate Gunja, Assistant City 
Administrator and Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk/Planning Commission Secretary.   
Also present was Council Liaison Terrence Gallagher and Building Official Mitch 
Dringman.  
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Bob Lindeblad noted a typographical error on page for “2-15” should be “2015”.  Nancy 
Vennard moved for the approval of the minutes of October 7, 2014 as corrected.  The 
motion was seconded by Randy Kronblad and passed unanimously.  
 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
PC2014-08 Request for Amendment to Special Use Permit for Private School  

3531 Somerset Drive 
Zoning:  R-1a 
Applicant:  Kathy Morrison, Highlawn Montessori School  
 

Chairman Bob Lindeblad noted that this application has been republished for a Public 
Hearing on December 2, 2014.   
 
 
NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
PC2014-118    Site Plan Amendment for Wireless Antennas 

7801 Delmar 
   
Emily Roseberry with Selective Site Consultants addressed the Commission on behalf 
of T-Mobile who are seeking an amendment to their site plan.  T-Mobile is requesting 
approval to add three antennas, a coaxial cable and equipment. The new equipment will 
be placed in an existing equipment box within the existing equipment compound. The 
three new antennas will be located on the catwalk along with the others. Any new cable 
to serve the antennas shall be enclosed in a metal shield that is painted the same color 
as the water tower. The proposed antennas are approximately 12” wide by 96” long and 
weigh approximately 50 lbs. 
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 Ron Williamson noted the original Special Use Permit was approved for three carriers 
in 1997 for six years. In 2003 the Special Use Permit was renewed for six more years. In 
2009 the Special Use Permit was renewed for ten years for three carriers with the 
condition that additional carriers could locate on the water tower by Site Plan Approval 
of the Planning Commission. 
 
Currently the three carriers on the water tower are Sprint (three antennas), Clearwire 
(six antennas), and T-Mobile (three antennas). The applicant has submitted a Structural 
Analysis Report which states that the water tower catwalk is adequate to accommodate 
the proposed improvements. 
 
Since this is a minor improvement, a neighborhood meeting was not required. 
 
Chairman Bob Lindeblad led the Commission in consideration of the following criteria: 
 
A. The site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with 

appropriate open space and landscape. 
The parking, access and landscaping were addressed when the Special Use Permit was 
granted and the addition of three antennas will not affect those items. The tower site is 
capable of accommodating the proposed improvements. 
 
B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. 
Utilities are currently in place, serving the existing installation and are adequate to serve 
this minor expansion. 
 
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff. 
There will be no increase in impervious surface so stormwater is not an issue. 
 
D. The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation. 
The proposed site will utilize existing streets and parking lot for circulation which will 
adequately serve the proposed use. 
 
E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design 

principles. 
This is a minor expansion of an existing installation and land planning and site 
engineering are not relevant concerns. The proposed installation will be on the existing 
water tower and will have very little impact. 
 
F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality 

of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood. 
The proposed installation of the three antennas will be compatible with the existing 
antennas that are currently in place. 
 
G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies. 
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Wireless communications are not specifically addressed in Village Vision. However, it 
falls into two general goal areas; which are maintaining and improving infrastructure and 
improving communications between the City and its residents. 
 
Randy Kronblad moved the Planning Commission approve the proposed Amended Site 
Plan at 7801 Delmar for T-Mobile subject to the following conditions: 
1. That the proposed improvements be installed as shown on the plans dated 9/4/14.  

2. That three proposed antennas are approved to be installed on the catwalk. 

3. That all new equipment will be installed within existing equipment boxes within the 
equipment compound. 

4. That all cable required to be installed to serve the antennas be enclosed in a metal 
shield that is painted the same color as the water tower. 

The motion was seconded by Nancy Wallerstein and passed unanimously.   

 

PC2014-119   Request for Amended Site Plan Approval 
      3921 West 63rd

 
 Street 

Todd Kerkhoff with Consolidated Fire District #2 at 3921 West 63rd

 

 Street stated the Fire 
District is requesting approval of a sign to provide information about the District on an 
existing wall. The wall was constructed with the fire station in 2000 originally to screen 
trash bins; however, the trash bins have been moved to the rear of the building. The wall 
is a concrete slab approximately 100” (8.3’) high by 118” (9.8’) wide. The Fire District is 
proposing to place information about the District on the upper 74” of the wall. The 74” x 
118” space equals 60.63 sq. ft. The information panel will not include all that area. The 
actual information for both panels is approximately 33 sq. ft. 

Ron Williamson noted the problem is that the proposed sign is too large to be a 
monument sign and it is an independent structure that is not attached to the building. It 
is, however, the best location to display the information. If this would have been 
proposed when the building was constructed, Staff would have recommended that the 
wall be attached to the building. That is really not practical at this time. Therefore, Staff 
is requesting the Planning Commission to approve the proposed sign as an amendment 
to the original Site Plan. Section 19.32.025.H. provides authority of the Planning 
Commission to approve signage as part of a Site Plan. 
 
Since this was a minor revision to the Site Plan a neighborhood meeting was not 
required. 
 
Randy Kronblad asked if the sign would be painted on the wall.   Mr. Kerkhoff responded 
it would be a manufactured aluminum sign.  The Fire District will be going out for bids on 
the proposed design.  He understands the sign is to have some three dimensional 
appearance. 
 
Larry Levy confirmed the sign would not completely cover the wall.  
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Chairman Bob Lindeblad led the Commission in consideration of the following criteria: 
 
A. The site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with 

appropriate open space and landscape. 
The proposed signage will be placed on an existing wall and will have no effect on 
parking, drives, open spaces or landscaping. 
 
B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. 
Utilities are provided for the fire station but no utilities will be required for the sign. 
 
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff. 
Stormwater runoff will not be affected. 
 
D. The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation. 
Traffic circulation will not be affected. 
 
E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design 

principles. 
The proposed sign will be placed on an existing structure which is good planning. 
 
F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality 

of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood. 
The sign is well designed, unlighted and will be compatible with the existing building. 
 
G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies. 
The proposed sign is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in providing quality 
design of improvements that are compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
Larry Levy moved the Planning Commission approve the proposed Amended Site Plan 
for the Consolidated Fire District #2 at 3921 West 63rd

1. That the sign be placed on the existing wall as shown on the accompanying plan. 

 Street subject to the following 
conditions: 

2. That the face of the sign not exceed 50 square feet. 
3. That the sign not be lighted. 

The motion was seconded by Nancy Wallerstein and passed unanimously. 
   
 
PC2014-120   Site Plan Approval 
      8101 Mission Road 
 
Tim McQuaid, 7927 Bond, contractor for the proposed deck presented the application to 
the Commission.  His client is requesting permission to construct an open deck adjacent 
to their dwelling unit. The unit is located on the east side of the building on the second 
floor. The proposed deck is approximately 7 feet deep and 15.5 feet wide. It is located in 
a recessed area of the building which has walls on three sides. The structure will be tied 
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into the existing building and there will be no columns. The floor will be covered with 
deck tiles and therefore will be solid.  Mr. McQuaid noted there are several multi-story 
decks on the east, south and north sides of the building.  
 
Ron Williamson noted there were several decks built with the original construction and 
presented photos of those decks.  There is a current trend in apartment houses, whether 
it be for seniors or others, to provide outdoor space. As this could be the first of many 
similar applications and Staff felt that the Planning Commission should consider this 
proposed project. 
 
Since this is a minor improvement to a very large structure a neighborhood meeting was 
not required.  Mr. Williamson noted the proposed deck has been reviewed and approved 
by Claridge Court.   

Larry Levy asked how the deck would be supported.  Mr. McQuaid replied a structural 
engineer has designed a support system from the building internally.  Mr. Williamson 
noted the roof of the parking garage is located below this unit.  Mr. Levy confirmed the 
deck is not covered.   

Nancy Wallerstein asked if the resident residing in the apartment below was aware of 
the proposed deck.  Larry Sanderson with Claridge Court responded they have had 
several conversations with the resident and she is comfortable with the proposed deck.  
He noted the deck will not be visible from the street.   

 
Bob Lindeblad led the Planning Commission in consideration of the following criteria for 
site plan approval: 
 
A. The site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with 

appropriate open space and landscape. 
The proposed deck will be on the second floor and will not have an effect on any ground 
level facilities, such as parking and drives or open space and landscape. 
 
B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. 
Adequate utilities are available to the facility. 
 
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff. 
Additional impervious area will not be created because this is above the roof of the 
parking garage. 
 
D. The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation. 
Ingress, egress and internal traffic circulation will not be affected. 
 
E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design 

principles. 
The proposed deck is located in an area on the east side of the building that will not 
have an effect on the site. 
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F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality 
of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood. 

The proposed deck has been designed to fit well into the existing building. All materials 
used for the deck will match materials used in the existing building. 
 
G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies. 
Village Vision encourages providing amenities to improve the quality of life for residents 
and maintaining properties so that they are consistent with current and future market 
trends. 

 
Randy Kronblad moved the Planning Commission approve the Site Plan for the 
proposed deck as shown on the plan dated 8/12/2014 subject to the following condition: 

1. That all materials used on the project match materials currently used on the 
existing building. 

The motion was seconded by Nancy Vennard and passed unanimously. 
 
 
PC2014-121   Request for Amended Site Plan Approval for Wireless Antennas 
    3921 West 63rd

 
 Street 

Wayne Medlin, with Black & Veatch, representing AT&T was present to address any 
questions of the Commission regarding the proposed installation of additional antenna 
at 3921 West 63rd

 

 Street.  He stated he had reviewed the staff report and was in 
agreement with the recommended conditions for approval.   

Ron Williamson noted the Governing Body granted a Special Use Permit for a wireless 
communications facility on June 7, 2010 to the Consolidated Fire District at 3921 West 
63rd

 

 Street.  The wireless communications facility was approved for Verizon and two 
additional carriers with the condition that each additional carrier would be required to 
submit a site plan for approval by the Planning Commission. AT&T submitted a site plan 
approval application and it was approved by the Planning Commission in December 
2010. 

T-Mobile was approved as the third carrier for the co-location site in June 2011. Verizon 
uses two center-lines and AT&T uses two center-lines on the monopole while T-Mobile 
only uses one. T-Mobile is only using G-3 data transmission at this location so only one 
center-line was needed. The pole was designed for six center-lines and AT&T is 
proposing to use the third center-line to install three antennas inside the pole for its LTE 
(Long-Term Evolution) high-speed data service at the 105 foot elevation. In addition, 
three coaxial cables will be installed inside the monopole and additional equipment will 
be installed within the walled equipment compound. None of the proposed equipment 
will exceed the height of the wall surrounding the compound and all equipment will be 
screened from view. The applicant has submitted a Structural Analysis Evaluation Letter 
stating that the tower can accommodate the existing and proposed loading 
configuration. 
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Since a neighborhood meeting was held as part of the Special Use Permit and all 
proposed improvements are internal a neighborhood meeting was not required for this 
application. 
Chairman Bob Lindeblad led the Commission in consideration of the following criteria: 

 

A. The site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with 
appropriate open space and landscape. 

The capability of the site to accommodate the equipment compound was addressed in 
the approval of the Special Use Permit. 
 
B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. 
Adequate utilities are available to serve this location. 
 
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff. 
Public Works has reviewed and approved a storm water management plan for the entire 
equipment compound as a part of the Special Use Permit Application (PC 2010-03). 
 
D. The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation. 
The proposed site will utilize the existing fire station driveway and parking lot for 
circulation which will adequately serve the proposed use. 
 
E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design 

principles. 
The details of the overall design of the equipment compound were approved as a part of 
the Special Use Permit Application (PC 2010-03). 
F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality 

of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood. 
A 10-foot tall brick screening has been constructed around the perimeter of the 
equipment compound using the same materials that match the existing fire station. No 
equipment will be visible above the wall. 
 
G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies. 
Wireless communications are not specifically addressed in Village Vision. Generally it 
falls into maintaining and improving infrastructure. 
 
Nancy Wallerstein moved the Planning Commission approve the Amended Site Plan for 
the wireless communications facility at 3921 West 63rd

1. That all antennas and wiring be contained within the monopole. 

 Street for the co-location of 
AT&T subject to the following conditions: 

2. That all equipment and supporting structures shall be screened by the 10’ wall. 
3. That AT&T and any subsequent entity maintain compliance with all the conditions 

of approval of the Special Use Permit (2010-03). 
The motion was seconded by Randy Kronblad and passed unanimously. 
 
   
 



8 
 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 
Nancy Wallerstein asked if the Commission needed to take further action in response to 
the signage appeal granted at the earlier Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting with a 
possible ordinance revision.   
 
Ron Williamson noted that a business can have both a wall and monument sign and that 
with multi-tenant buildings most issues can be addressed through the sign standards.   
 
Bob Lindeblad stated he felt the Commission needed to be flexible to address business 
needs in signage on an individual basis rather than to attempt to regulate all 
possibilities.   
 
Next Meeting 
The Planning Commission will have a full agenda for the December 2nd

 

 meeting with the 
amendment to the Special Use Permit for Highlawn Montessori at 3531 Somerset for an 
addition of a second floor on the West building to accommodate two additional 
classrooms and a multi-purpose room.  An application has also been filed for a Special 
Use Permit for Homestead Country Club as well as Preliminary Plat approval for 
“Homestead Estates”, the proposed homes on the former country club property along 
Mission Road.  The Final Plat for Mission Chateau at 8500 Mission Road has also been 
submitted for approval in December.   

 
ADJOURNMENT 
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Bob Lindeblad 
adjourned the meeting at 7:40 p.m.   
 
 
Bob Lindeblad 
Chairman   



PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE 
November 12, 2014 

7:00 PM 
Community Center 

 
Minutes 

 
The Parks and Recreation Committee met at 7:00 PM in the Community Center.  In 
attendance:  Eric Mikkelson, Vice Chair, Kevin Letourneau, Bill Sanderson, Peggy Couch, 
Kellie O’Toole, Matt Geary, Diane Mares, Dan Searles, Lauren Wolfe, and Teen Council 
Representative Gabe Altenbernd.  Staff:  Nolan Sunderman and Bill Billings.   

Mr. Mikkelson called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM and asked the Committee members 
to introduce themselves.    
 
Public Participation 

• There were no public participation comments.  
 
Consent Agenda 

1. Minutes from October 8, 2014 
It was moved and seconded to approve the minutes from the October 8, 2014 meeting.  
The motion passed unanimously. 

Reports 
1. Public Works Report 
Mr. Billings reviewed a list of the many park improvements and maintenance related 
accomplishments over the last month.  These included sealing the trails at three parks, 
turf maintenance at all parks, Harmon Park bathroom heater, stonework at Santa Fe, 
bench installation at Windsor, painting of the lap pool and adult wading pool, as well as 
a report on the renovations at McCrum Park.  Ms. Mares had a question regarding the 
work at the tennis courts and the overall cost.  Mr. Searles commented on the feedback 
regarding the skate park.  The bowl feature is attractive to skaters and is what sets our 
skate park above the other skate parks in the area.     

2. Recreation Report 
Mr. Sunderman updated the Committee on the 2014 Annual Recreation Report.  He 
provided an overview of the highlights from 2014 and distributed a copy of the report.    
Mr. Sunderman provided an update on the 2015 Johnson County Track & Field Day 
scheduled for May 2, 2015.  Mr. Sunderman then discussed the disc golf course and the 
number of positive comments received.  An update regarding the potential for a 
Pickleball League was provided.  Additional discussions will take place and an update 
will be provided at the next meeting.   



The Synchronized Swim Team plans for 2015 were discussed.  Mr. Sunderman is 
working to schedule an information session in early January to determine the level of 
interest in the community for participants.  After the information session, a decision can 
be made if this program should continue to be offered.  An update was provided on the 
MARC Bike/Ped Grant application.  The project scored low in comparison with the 
other competing projects.  A final funding decision will be made by the MARC 
Committee in December.  Mr. Mikkelson requested we continue to pursue funding as 
this was a good plan to further these amenities in the community.   

3. Chairperson’s Report 
Mr. Mikkelson provided an update on the 75th Street Project.  The bids were much 
higher than projected and the City Council will have a tough decision to make on how 
to proceed.  Mr. Mikkelson expressed his desire to have the sidewalk on the south side 
of the road if the project continues.  Mr. Mikkelson asked if the Committee members 
have an opinion on the project to contact their City Councilmember.   

 
New Business 

• Mr. Billings and Mr. Sunderman provided an update on slacklining.  A discussion of 
proposed guidelines was discussed.  The Committee felt like there were not enough 
participants at this time to warrant a policy or set of guidelines.   

 
Old Business 

• There was no old business discussed.   
 

Information Items 
• Mr. Sanderson requested that at the next meeting we discuss potential partnerships 

between the Shawnee Mission School District and the City for open gym hours and 
family swim nights.   

• Next Meeting – December 10, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers.   
 
Adjournment 

• The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m.  
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City of Prairie Village 
Insurance Committee 

Minutes 
 
December 3, 2014 
4:30PM, Multipurpose Room 
 
Committee members present:  Steve Noll (Chair), Tom Cannon and Frank Young. Also present:  
Bob Frankovic of Cretcher Heartland, insurance consultant and broker, Steve Sopinski of 
Cretcher Heartland. City staff members attending: Lisa Santa Maria. 
 
Committee members not present:  Dan Runion, Brett Lane and Quinn Bennion. 
 
Steve Noll chaired the meeting and called the meeting to order at 4:32pm. Chairman Noll 
referred to the meeting agenda: 
 
Agenda 

1. Discussion of 2015 – 2016 Insurance Renewals  
 
Adopted Budgets: 

2013 Budget  2014 Budget  2015 Budget 

Worker’s Comp   $163,271  $155,290  $138,333 

Property & Casualty   $186,248  $205,775  $202,456 

Total    $349,519  $361,065  $340,789 
 
 
Note:  Insurance renewals are May 1st.   

2015 budget consists of: 

4 months in 2015 at the 2014-2015 premium 

8 months in 2015 at the 2015-2016 premium  

 

2015 – 2016 Insurance Renewals   
 
Steve Sopinski distributed a binder to the committee members that served as a guide for 
discussion. 
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Premium & Loss Summary  
 
At the ½ year point the City has a Loss Ratio of 11%.  The City’s 9 year Loss Ratio is 57%.  The 
loss ratio is the ratio of total losses incurred (paid and reserved) in claims plus adjustment 
expenses divided by the total premiums earned. 
 
For Prairie Village (2006 – 2014): 
 
Total Paid Losses / Total Premiums = Loss Ratio 
 
$1,495,005 / $2,613,603 = .57 

 
Claims Review 
 
Bob Frankovic and Steve Sopinski went over the claims and noted that the City does not have a 
deductible this year.   The city’s Experience Modifier rating continues to increase.  Experience 
Mod compares our worker’s compensation claims experience to other employers of similar size 
operating in the same type of business. 
 

Year   Exp Modifier Rate 
        2014        .95 

2013    .85 
2012    .80 
2011    .77 
2010    .74 
2009    .78 

 
 Based on this information they are predicting low single digit rate increases and don’t feel that 
market trends will be much of an issue. 
 
Market Strategy 
 
Last year Cretcher Heartland did a marketing campaign for our current policy since 
Trident/Argonaut was not available in the State of Kansas anymore.  Bob Frankovic and Steve 
Sopinski do not see the need to enter the market place again this year.  They are suggesting 
that the City renew all line of coverage with Travelers unless they determine otherwise after 
they see the renewal quotes. 
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Timeline for coverage renewal: 
 
1/15/2015 Applications to Travelers 
2/15/2015 Firm indications from Travelers on their renewal intentions 
3/15/2015 Renewal quotes into Cretcher Heartland 
4/1/2015 Cretcher to present to Insurance Committee  
 
New Coverage  
 
Bob Frankovic brought up Cyber Coverage again and suggested the City consider signing up for 
this.  This coverage primarily covers hacking exposure. 
 
The Committee also discussed additional Fiduciary coverage for the 457 plan.  The 457 plan was 

under the State, but will now be administered by the City.  The Council requested that the 

Police Pension Plan Trustee Committee assume the additional oversight role.  Fiduciary liability 

coverage is provided to the committee relative to the Police Pension Plan.  The outstanding 

question is whether additional Fiduciary coverage is needed in light of the additional 

responsibility for the 457 plan.  Cretcher Heartland is waiting to hear back from Travelers on the 

cost of this coverage.   

Timeline 
 
The Committee agreed to meet again on Wednesday, April 1st to go over coverage options.  The 
election for the new mayor will be on April 7th and a new mayor will be seated on April 20th.  
Since our renewal is May 1st, we will need to present the insurance committee’s 
recommendation to Council either the first or second meeting of April.   
 
Items for Follow-up  
 
The following items need to be followed up on: 

1. Lisa will begin reviewing and updating the information in the Renewal Workbook tab of 
the binder.  Accurate information is necessary to make sure the City gets the correct 
coverage at the optimal cost.  

2. Lisa will work with Steve to fill out the paperwork needed for the renewal process 
3. Lisa will check into the payment of Worker’s Comp deductibles  

 
Meeting adjourned 5:45PM 
 

 
Minutes submitted by 
Lisa Santa Maria, Finance Director 
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December 2014December 2014December 2014December 2014    Kathleen Manning photography exhibit in the R. G. Endres Gallery 
December 15 City Council Meeting 
December 18 Employee Holiday Luncheon – 11:00 am – 1:30 pm 
December 25 City offices closed in observance of Christmas 
 
January 2015January 2015January 2015January 2015    Greater Kansas City Art Association exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery    
January 1 City offices closed in observance of New Year’s Day 
January 3 City Council Meeting 
January 8 NEJC State of the Cities Address, 11:00 a.m.  
January 9 Artist reception in the R. G. Endres Gallery 6:30 – 8:00 p.m. 
January 17 City offices closed in observance of Martin Luther King, Jr. Holiday 
January 18 City Council Meeting 
 
February 2015February 2015February 2015February 2015 Kermit Dyer & Ed Harper exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery 
February 2 City Council Meeting 
February 4 LKM City Hall Day in Topeka 
February 13 Artist reception in the R. G. Endres Gallery 6:30 – 7:30 p.m. 
February 17 City Council Meeting 
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