AGENDA

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS AND PLANNING COMMISSION
EDWARDSVILLE, KANSAS
October 20, 2021
Regular Meeting 6:00 p.m.
Bryan Smith

John Altevogt

Mark Bishop
Tim Sweeten
Greg Scott

Erin Harves
Robert Niffen

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
1. Call meeting to order
2. New Business:
a. Variance Public Hearing - 1550 S 94th Street (2021-06-V) – Aces
Properties LLC (Owner) / Marc Jeffries (Applicant) – Jon A. Blongeqicz
(Attorney)
3. Adjournment
PLANNING COMMISSION
1. Call meeting to order
2. Minutes from September 15, 2021 Meeting
3. New Business:
a. Preliminary / Final Plat – 1650 S 102nd Street (2021-07-PPT/FPT) –
Mary S. Mair (Owner) / Larry T. Hahn Jr. – Hans Surveying (Applicant)
b. goDotte Countywide Mobility Strategy Presentation – Gunnar Hand
– Director of Planning and Urban Design (Unified Government of
Wyandotte County)
4. Staff Reports
5. Development Updates
6. Planning Commission Comments
7. Adjournment

EDWARDSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
EDWARDSVILLE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
690 SOUTH 4TH STREET P O BOX 13738
EDWARDSVILLE, KANSAS 66113

MINUTES September 15, 2021

Members Present: Mark Bishop, Erin Harves, Greg Scott, Bryan Smith, John Altevogt,
Robert Niffen
Staff Present: Michael Webb, City Manager
Bradley Hocevar, City Planner
Katie Ross, Administrative Specialist for Planning Services
PLANNING COMMISSION
The regular meeting was called to order by Chairman Bishop at 6:04 p.m.
Minutes from July 21, 2021
Commissioner Altevogt made a motion to approve the minutes. Commissioner Scott
seconded the motion. The motion passed 4-0-1 (Commissioner Smith abstain).
New Business

a.
Rezoning, Preliminary / Final Plat, Preliminary / Final Development Plan
Public Hearing – 10600 Kaw Drive (2021-03-Z; 2021-04-PPT/FPT; 2021-05PPN/FPN) – Eric Vossman, MV2 Land Inc (Owner) / Kevin Tubesing, Stag
Commercial (Applicant)

City Manager Michael Webb took the podium to introduce this item. There will be five
action items with two separate public hearings. The first to discuss is the rezoning from
C2 to C3. Some of the difference related to this particular case is that C3 allows this to
be a service center for fleet vehicles. The company would send the vehicles (vans,
small trucks, etc) out during the day, and bring them back in the evening.
Commissioner Niffen arrived at 6:08pm
Commissioner Altevogt asked if all of the vehicles would be of that nature. He noticed
that there were semi loading docks on the building and that it showed it was a
distribution center. He wanted to make sure this would be all smaller vehicles and not
introducing a lot of semi traffic.
City Manager Michael Webb responded that from a zoning perspective you can not say
specifically which vehicles would be allowed, it’s either yes or no. The development plan
is around the site, landscaping, parking, and building. The applicant would put language
in the plat that would put declarations similar to an HOA saying what would and wouldn’t
be allowed. The idea is that there will be a series of deed restrictions tied to the plat that
would specify the classification of vehicles. Staff is looking at class six or below, which
keeps it at three axles or less. That is not a zoning issue however. Service vehicles
leaving the sites, coming back, parking those vehicles, getting serviced, that is the use
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issue. If we go to C3, it allows for this use. There would be an office area and a service
area.
Commissioner Harves made the motion to open the public hearing which Commissioner
Niffen seconded. The motion passed 6-0.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing took the podium. He introduced Jeff and Terry who were
also with him. The request for the zoning change is to allow for fleets of vehicles. The
overhead doors would allow for tall trucks, but he would wait until later in the meeting to
discuss vehicles. He showed images of what the building would look like, but
commented that most of it would not be visible from the street.
Commissioner Altevogt commented that there had been an old Native American burial
site in that area and that they may encounter bones. He also asked how many vehicles
they were thinking? Would this be like Amazon?
The applicant Kevin Tubesing referenced other locations he has done in the past. He
can’t build something different then they allow tonight for him to build. What he can’t say
is if he has BPU, Bob Hamilton, Fiber, Amazon or some other kind of group as the
tenant. He can’t answer that, but he would refer them to class seven vehicles and
below. This would not turn into some construction yard. For example, all vehicles that
are stored on the lot would have to be able to use public streets under their own power
(they can not be towed – no tractor trailers). He has agreed to limit it to class seven
which does allow for more axles but that they can only have three axles or below. No
matter who occupies the property they would have to meet these requirements.
Commissioner Altevogt mentioned that you could have something similar to 47th street
in Johnson County where they have Amazon.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing replied that this lot would be way too small for something
like that. They wouldn’t even consider it.
City Manager Michael Webb discussed a traffic study that was done by TranSystems.
Sixty-six vehicles would be coming into the site. 73% in 27% out. In the evening it is
reversed. Most of the traffic in the morning would be going east toward 435. Evening
times are more toward the west.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing reminded everyone that there would also be an office
with about a three-million-dollar payroll. Not only will you have people coming and
going, you will have people working in the office needing restaurants and things, that
would be good for Edwardsville.
Commissioner Harves asked why there was a second tract instead of one.
The applicant replied that they wanted to separate what they will and won’t develop.
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City Manager Michael Webb said this is not uncommon for developers to do.
Commissioner Smith made a motion to close the public hearing, which Commissioner
Niffen seconded. The motion passed 6-0.
City Manager Michael Webb said to look at the thirteen golden rules which are outline in
the packet. There was nothing from a staff standpoint that was found to be
objectionable to the comprehensive plan.
Commissioner Niffen asked if there had been any discussions with the Fire Chief
regarding the storage of petroleum products on the property.
City Manager Michael Webb replied that he believed the building would be sprinkled,
with a knox box and fire hydrants which will be addressed in their site plan.
Commissioner Smith asked what the old speedy lube was zoned.
City Manager Michael Webb replied that at the time they did not have C3 zoning. He
believed it was zoned I1 because they were servicing vehicles.
Commissioner Smith commented that this project makes a lot of sense in this area.
Commissioner Greg Scott asked if there had been any feedback or concerns from
neighbors from when the notifications went out.
Administrative Specialist for Planning Services Katie Ross replied that a neighbor had
called concerned about the tree line getting removed because they liked the scenery.
City Manager Michael Webb said this was addressed in the site plan. He also
commented that the burial grounds were on the lot next door. Most of the excavation
has already been done.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to approve the zoning. Commissioner Altevogt
seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0.
City Manager Michael Webb introduced the preliminary / final plat. This is technically an
existing lot that are two tracts. There were some issues with the survey points which
have been resolved. There are standard comments staff recommended. The last item
was a discussion of sewer improvements as there will be sewer to the site. They will
extend sewer east and west. We will have documents showing the sewer connections
and construction will be with the actual building. The design will be done prior to filing,
the construction as part of the overall project.
Applicant Kevin Tubesing asked to amend the conditions on page seven to show that
they will provide full design of the sewer prior to the final plat, but the construction of the
sewer will come in conjunction to the construction of the total site due to the bank.
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City Manager Michael Webb commented that the conditions discussed earlier should be
included as part of the plat. His concern with class seven is that it says four axels or
more.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing responded that they are asking for a class seven
because of the possibility of weight, such as boom trucks. He is asking for class seven
but limiting it to three axles.
Commissioner Smith asked that a class six is three axles with a weight limit and that
they may exceed that limit?
The applicant Kevin Tubesing responded that that is correct. A class seven but only
three axles and that they are putting a maximum length on the vehicles too.
City Manager Michael Webb commented that one of the conditions would prohibit any
form of a semi class vehicle.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing replied that the conditions they agreed to were no tractor
trailers, no towing, the vehicle must operate under its own power, be able to drive on a
public street, and maintain speed. This means no semis.
City Manager Michael Webb commented that these will be on the plat and noted on the
site plan. It is all tied together.
Commissioner Smith asked for a review of the conditions.
City Manager Michael Webb stated that the first two were technical conditions. The third
was regarding the sanitary sewer (designed and then constructed at the time of the
project), the fourth is the deed restrictions relating to the vehicles.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to approve the preliminary plat with the
conditions as just described by City Manager Michael Webb. Commissioner Niffen
seconded the motion, which passed 6-0.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to approve the final plat with conditions.
Commissioner Niffen seconded the motion which passed 6-0.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner
Altevogt seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0.
City Planner Bradley took the podium to discuss the site plan. There are three deviation
conditions requested as part of the design review process. There is a certain level of
standards as far as design goes. One of those is that a minimum of 50% of exterior
walls, excluding windows and doors, shall consist of masonry, rough texture, wood, or
glass walls. The applicant is requesting to deviate from those materials as it excludes
metal panels.
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The architect for the project, Terry Tevis took the podium to discuss the material he is
proposing to use. He discussed how this material is forward thinking. They want to
avoid the metal building shop look. This architectural metal is clean, easy to maintain
and efficient. It is not well known but it is high quality. The City guideline would prohibit
this material because it is metal, but nothing comes close to the durability and aesthetic
appeal. They added the blue color to add a more contemporary feel which is what they
are going for with this building. They did a similar two-story office building over at
Evaptech. He brought an example of the panel material for the Commissioners to look
at.
Commissioner Niffen asked if it was fire retardant, which the applicant replied that if
meets code and that the building would be sprinklered.
Commissioner Niffen asked how it is attached, which the applicant replied that it would
be fastened and that you wouldn’t see it. It is not a cheap product. They did a building
off Nieman and Shawnee Mission Parkway with the same material.
City Manager Michael Webb reviewed that the first two conditions go hand in hand. The
first one is that they won’t meet the 50% masonry requirement, and the second one is
the use of metal panels. The third deviation is that there will be no sidewalks installed.
There will be necessary easements. One is for sidewalks. That way in the future, when
the City is ready for them, there will be a place for them.
Commissioner Smith commented that it is a very flat look and asked if there were any
provisions for breaking plane.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing replied that the blue area articulates out.
City Manager Michael Webb also replied that the parapet wall is above the roofline.
The applicant Kevin Tubesing said they will screen.
Commissioner Smith asked about the elevation on the upper left. Is it all linear or does it
pop out some?
The applicant Terry Tevis replied that it is preliminary, it does not show up on these
plans but it will stick out a foot.
Todd Moody, 10550 Kaw Drive, took the podium to discuss his concerns. Do they care
what happens to his property value? Is there a plan in place to maintain the tree line
that separates the properties?
City Manager Michael Webb replied that as part of their site plan there is a reservation
plan to maintain those trees. Not that they can guarantee they won’t touch any trees,
but there is a plan in place. The value question is hard to answer, he can’t answer that.
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Commissioner Altevogt commented that it may raise the value as a commercial site in
the future. That is going to be largely a commercial area. The land would be sold by the
square foot, not by the square foot of his house.
Todd Moody asked if this is a logistic building, would they be operating at all hours?
City Manager Michael Webb replied that there is not a restriction on hours. They are
subject to general noise regulations, lighting, etc.
Commissioner Scott replied that he missed the first part, but that it is a nice building for
the City. It will enhance the area. There is no tenant yet. He understands his concerns
of being right next door, based on what we’re seeing and the restrictions on the plans
(no semis).
Commissioner Altevogt commented that this is not for semis, nothing can be towed, and
it has to meet highway speeds.
City Manager Michael Webb reviewed the conditions for Todd Moody.
Commissioner Scott made the motion to close the public hearing. Commissioner Harves
seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to approve the preliminary plan with staff
recommendations, with number 9 modified, and the deviations. Commissioner Niffen
seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0.
Commissioner Smith made the motion to approve the final plan with conditions.
Commissioner Niffen seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0.
Staff Reports
City Manager Michael Webb discussed the road projects going on around town. The 4th
Street project has technically started. He discussed the tiff district near 435 and Woodend
Road. There is a plan for ten acres to be developed for residential, similar to Delaware
Ridge.
City Planner Bradley Hocevar said that there will be some upcoming cases such as a new
plat of three lots and a variance case for the zoning board.
Adjournment
Chairman Bishop made the motion to adjourn the meeting.
Minutes submitted by Katie Ross, Administrative Specialist.
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
MEMORANDUM
To:

Board of Zoning Appeals

From: City of Edwardsville Planning Department
Date:

October 20, 2021

RE:

Variance Application – 1550 S 94th Street
2021-06-V

Case Overview
Applicant
Marc Jeffries
Jon A. Blongewicz (Attorney)

Property Owner
Aces Properties LLC

Property Address
1550 S 94th Street

Site Size
3.91 Acres

Existing Zoning
R-1; Rural Residential District

Existing Land Use
Vacant
Proposed Land Use
Single Family Residential

Surrounding Zoning & Land Use
North: R-1; Single Family
Residential
East: R-1 (Kansas City, Kansas);
Single Family Residential,
Collector Street
South: R-1; Single Family
Residential
West: R-1; Single Family
Residential, Education Facility

Summary of Request:
Variance from minimum front lot width and minimum driveway width requirements.

Staff comments derive from the application of the City of Edwardsville Code of Ordinances. All ordinances
referenced throughout this review are deemed appropriate in analyzing the merits of any Variance
request.

1

Vicinity Map

Background
The applicant acquired the property in 2019 with the intent to construct a single-family residence on the
property. The applicant originally submitted an application for the necessary building permit and
driveway access permit in October 2020. Staff reviewed the application and determined the site did not
meet city standards, especially the front lot width and adequate access for public safety equipment. The
City and the applicant had several discussions regarding acquisition of addition property or obtaining an
appropriate access easement from one or both adjoining property owners to alleviate the conditions
noted in this report.
The applicant indicated he has been unable to obtain additional property or an appropriate access
easement to relive the conditions noted in this report. Therefore, on September 8, 2021 the applicant
filed an application requesting a variance from the driveway width requirements (Section 14.06.06.004
Parking / Access) and the R-1 Rural Residential Zoning District lot width requirements (Section
14.06.103.c.1) as it would apply to the property located at 1550 S 94th Street Edwardsville, KS 66111.
The regulations read as follows:
Section 14.06.103 Rural Residential District (R-1)
Lot size requirements. The minimum lot area shall be three (3) acres with a minimum lot width of two
hundred ten (210) feet at the front property line and a maximum lot depth of three (3.0) times the front
lot width
2

Section 14.06.06.004 Parking / Access
3. Dimensions of Parking Area
d. Ingress and Egress. Ingress and egress shall be by means of paved driveways not exceeding 25-five (25)
feet in width for residential uses, and thirty-five (35) feet in width all other uses at points of connection
with public streets. The minimum width of driveways for ingress and egress shall be the same as those
specified (below) for aisles. Driveway widths, for the purpose of this section, shall include only the
pavement and not the curb and gutters.
Parking Angle
90
90
45
60
45
60
45
60

Stalls Serviced by Aisle
One Side
Both Sides
One Side
One Side
Both Sides
Both Sides
Both Sides
Both Sides

Traffic Flow
One or Two Way
Two Way
One Way
One Way
One Way
One Way
Two Way
Two Way

Aisle Width
24 ft.
24 ft.
16 ft
16 ft.
16 ft.
20 ft.
20 ft.
20ft.

The applicant is requesting a variance from the front lot width requirements and driveway width
requirements to construct a single-family home. The request would allow the parcel to have 8 feet of
frontage with an approximately 274 foot long and 8-foot-wide access drive leading to the proposed singlefamily home.

Zoning Map
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Criteria for Review
In making the determination as to whether there is a cause to grant a variance, the Board must
take into consideration the review criteria from Section 14.06.03.007.F.1 of the zoning ordinance.
An application must meet all of the standards for a variance to be granted. Each of the criteria is
identified in italicized text followed with commentary below.
a. That the variance 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; and is not created by an
action or actions of the property owner or the applicant;
Using the County’s web-based mapping platform and appraisal data, staff examined the front lot widths
(frontage) of 62 parcels along South 94th Street and South 98th Street, all within the R-1 Zoning District.
Of the 62 parcels that were sampled, 74% had frontage below the 210 feet required by the zoning
ordinance and 8% had frontage below the 35 feet required by the subdivision ordinance. Excluding two
undeveloped parcels that were observed to have no access to a public road, only two of the sampled
parcels did not meet the 2012 IFC requirements: the parcel in question and a neighboring parcel located
directly south.
The 2012 International Fire Code (IFC) sates that “fire apparatus access roads shall have a minimum
unobstructed width of 26 feet, exclusive of shoulders, in the immediate vicinity of the building or portion
thereof” (Appendix D, Section D105.2).
The formation of the lot is an existing condition of what is a non-conforming parcel. The applicant did not
create the lot formation and is said to be unaware of the history prior to purchasing. However, the
applicant would be creating an access drive that does not meet the IFC standards.
b. That the granting of the variance will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent property owners or
residents;
Staff anticipates that the resulting traffic generated would be no greater than that expected for single
family residential use. Provided that the access is utilized for the intended use or for the typical
maintenance of the property and the proposed driveway does not create runoff or erosion problems there
should be no adverse effect to the adjacent property owners and residents.
c. That the strict application of the provisions of the zoning regulations of which variance is requested will
constitute unnecessary hardship upon the property owner represented in the application;
Hardship, in this case, relates to the physical characteristics of the property, not the personal
circumstances of the owner or user. The context of the land locked parcel and denied requests to purchase
additional property or private easements from adjacent landowners provides no options in regard to
expanding the front lot width and/or meeting the dimensional requirements for driveways. In the absence
of a variance, the property will not be able to be used as the R-1 zoning regulations intended (see criteria
“e” commentary below).
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d. That the variance desired will not adversely affect the public health, safety, morals, order, convenience,
prosperity, or general welfare; and
It is represented that there will be a fire hydrant placed outside the proposed single-family home and a
significant parking area at the end of the proposed driveway to accommodate the turning radius required
for any fire or emergency vehicle. While the driveway will meet the 12-foot requirement at the street, by
way of City right-of-way, the maximum 8 feet of available space leading up to the home will not be suitable
for emergency fire vehicle apparatus.
When asked about the minimum standards for residential driveways and width requirements for
emergency fire vehicles, Edwardsville Fire Chief, Tim Whitham, stated the following:
Private driveway means a driveway designed for the use of occupants of no more than two singlefamily dwelling units or one two-family dwelling unit. If the dwelling units are located more than 100
feet from an approved Fire Department access route, the private driveway must meet our minimum
design standards, which are: access routes must be at least 12 feet wide; grades do not exceed
City/County grade requirements; adequate turnarounds provided if over 150 feet long; width to be
increased if sharp curves are included; constructed with an all-weather surface and able to support
the weight of a fire truck.
e. That granting the variance desired will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of the zoning
regulations.
The intent of the Rural Residential District (R-1) is to provide for low density (3 acres or larger) residential
use together with certain prescribed compatible uses that are developed in a manner that reflects a rural
feel or character.
The general intent of the parking and access regulations is to ensure that all land uses in the city provide
adequate off-street parking facilities; that the use of land does not adversely interfere with the circulation
and general maintenance of public rights-of-way; that private on-site circulation does not pose potential
safety issues in the case of emergency.
The granting of the variance will uphold the general spirit and intent of the zoning regulations.

Staff Recommendation and Conditions
It is a judgment for the Board to determine whether or not this application satisfies the requirements for
the variance. In exercising the foregoing powers, the Board, may reverse or affirm, wholly or partly, or
modify the order in conformity with the provisions of the regulations. If the Board is inclined to approve
the request, you may attach relevant conditions.

Attachments
•
•
•
•
•

Application Material
R-1 Zoning Lot Frontage Analysis
Property Location / Access Map
Section 14.06.103 Rural Residential District (R-1)
Section 14.06.06.004 Parking / Access
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Sec. 14.06.103

Rural Residential District (R-1)

(a) Intent. The intent of the Rural Residential District (R-1) is to provide for low density (3 acres or larger)
residential use together with certain prescribed compatible uses that are developed in a manner that reflects a rural
feel or character.
(b)

Uses.

(1) Permitted uses. Permitted uses in the Rural Residential District (R-1) are listed in the land use schedule in
section 14.06.114. The following uses shall be limited to property meeting or exceeding the minimum
requirements for lot size of three (3) acres, unless otherwise noted below:
(A) Keeping of livestock and poultry per the following requirements and other applicable animal control/care
regulations:
(i)

Property owners may keep livestock as part of a school-sponsored 4-H project.

(ii)

Property owners may keep up to one equine (horse, mule or donkey) per acre upon a parcel or lot.

(iii) Property owners may keep domesticated poultry for the purpose of supplying food for those living on the
property (on properties of one (1) acre or larger).
(2) Permitted accessory uses. Accessory uses normally appurtenant to the permitted uses shall be permitted in
the Rural Residential District (R-1) when established within the space limits of this district, other applicable codes
and associated with an already established permitted use. Such uses may include but are not limited to: agricultural
support, home occupations, personal vehicle parking/storage.
(3) Special uses. Special uses permitted in the Rural Residential District (R-1) are listed on the land use
schedule in section 14.06.114. After the provisions of these regulations relating to the special use permit process
have been fulfilled the city council may permit special uses from the land use schedule in the Rural Residential
District (R-1) on properties meeting or exceeding the minimum requirements for lot size of three (3) acres.
(4) Prohibited uses. All other uses which are not specifically permitted or not permissible as special uses shall
be prohibited from the Rural Residential District (R-1).
(c)

Lot/yard/structure requirements.

(1) Lot size requirements. The minimum lot area shall be three (3) acres. With a minimum lot width of two
hundred ten (210) feet at the front property line and a maximum lot depth of three (3.0) times the front lot width.
(2) Lot coverage. Maximum lot coverage, building and impervious surface, is ten (10) percent of the total area
of the lot.
(3)

Setback/yard area. Minimum setback distances in the R-1 District are:

(A)

Front yard: Fifty (50) feet.

(B)

Rear yard: Fifty (50) feet.

(C)

Side yard: Not less than ten (10) percent of the front lot width.

(4)

Height. Maximum structure height is thirty-five (35) feet.

(5) Primary structures. The minimum floor area of the primary structure exclusive of basements, open or
screened porches and garages, of not less than twelve hundred and eighty (1,280) square feet.
(6) Accessory structures. Detached accessory structures may be constructed not closer than twenty-five (25) feet
from any property line and a side yard not less than ten (10) percent of the front lot width or ten (10) feet,
whichever is greater. Barns or stables shall be located a minimum of one hundred (100) feet from any residential
building. The aggregate square footage of all such accessory structures shall not exceed 5,000 square feet per
property on property of three (3) acres or larger. On private properties smaller than 3 acres a single-family
dwelling must be established on the property prior to or concurrent with any proposed accessory structure being
permitted and the aggregate total square footage of all such accessory structures cannot exceed 2% of the property
area or 2 times the size of the single-family dwelling, whichever is smaller.

14.06.06.004 PARKING / ACCESS
A. Off-street Automobile Storage. Off-street automobile storage or standing space shall be provided on
any lot on which any of the following uses are hereafter established; such space shall be provided with
vehicular access to a street or an alley. For purposes of computing the number of parking spaces required
for residential uses two (2) spaces shall be provided per dwelling unit and the following minimum
requirements shall pertain to specific uses:
1. Commercial Centers and Buildings shall provide off street parking under the following guidelines.
a. Commercial retail-shopping center development shall provide parking spaces at the
following rates (per 1,000 SF (square feet) of building floor area):
i.
Strip Shopping Center containing less than 30,000 SF – 4 spaces
ii. Neighborhood Shopping Center containing 30,000 to 100,000 SF – 4.5 spaces
iii. Community Shopping Center containing 100,000 to 400,000 SF of building floor area –
5 spaces
b. Specific uses in free-standing building(s) shall provide parking spaces at the rates identified
in the Land Use Schedule (Section 14.06.05.013). Uses not listed in the table will be subject
to a comparative rate if identified by the city or a rate of 4 per 1,000 sq. ft. of building area.
c. A parking study may be done by the property owner and provided to the city if it is felt that
another parking rate should be used for a proposed use or development. Such study is
subject to review and approval by the City through the development plan review process.
2. If vehicle storage space or standing space required above cannot be reasonably provided on the
same lot on which the principal use(s) is conducted in the opinion of the City Council, the City Council
may permit such space to be provided on other off-street property, provided such space lies within
four hundred (400) feet of an entrance to such principal use. Such vehicle standing space shall be
deemed to be required open space associated with the permitted use and shall not thereafter be
reduced or encroached upon in any manner.
3. Dimensions of Parking Area.
a. Size of Stalls. A required off-street parking space shall be a rectangle, which is a minimum
of 9 feet wide by 20 feet deep, placed at the prescribed angle so that it lies between the
curb and the aisle. Handicapped parking spaces shall be a minimum of 12 feet wide by 20
feet deep and clearly indicated by paint and signage of their intended use.
b. Aisle Width. Aisles shall provide access to parking spaces and shall provide the necessary
space for maneuvering into and out of each space. They may serve either double or single
bays of parking. The width of aisles providing access and maneuvering space shall be as
follows:
Parking
Stalls Serviced
Traffic
Aisle
Angle
By Aisle
Flow
Width
90
One side
One or Two Way
24 ft.
90
Both sides
Two Way
24 ft.
45
One side
One Way
16 ft.
60
One side
One Way
16 ft.
45
Both sides
One Way
16 ft.
60
Both sides
One Way
20 ft.
45
Both sides
Two Way
20 ft.
60
Both sides
Two Way
20 ft.
d. Ingress and Egress. Ingress and egress shall be by means of paved driveways not exceeding
twenty-five (25) feet in width for residential uses, and thirty-five (35) feet in width all other
ORDINANCE 963 ZONING REGULATIONS CHAPTER 14 05/09/16 – EDWARDSVILLE 1

uses at points of connection with public streets. The minimum width of driveways for
ingress and egress shall be the same as those specified above for aisles. Driveway width,
for the purpose of this section, shall include only the pavement and not the curb and
gutters.
The distance of a parking area entrance drive from the intersection of two (2) streets, and
the distance between curb cuts, shall be based on the following street design standards. All
measurements shall be taken from the right-of-way lines.
Arterial Collector Industrial Local/Minor
Residential
Intersection
ROW to curb cut
150’
150’
100’
20’
Between curb cut
200’
200’
50’
20’
4. Improvement of Parking Area.
a. Surfacing. All off-street parking areas and access drives, shall be surfaced with asphalt,
concrete or other surface material approved by the City Manager or his / her designee. In
no event shall vehicles be parked on the grass or in any open space or yard area. For the
purposes of this section, a vehicle is every device in, upon, or by which any person or
property is or may be transported or drawn upon a roadway, waterway, or via air whether
in operational or non-operational condition.
All off-street parking areas and all access drives shall be improved in a manner that provides
the strength equivalent to a surface consisting of a minimum of a 6” rolled stone base
overlaid with a 2” asphalt surface, or a 4” asphalt base overlaid with a 2” asphalt surface, or
concrete of equal properties. This applies equally to all property in all zoning districts,
except – in the Agriculture/Residential (AG/R) Zoning District it applies from the street to a
distance of 75 feet and thereafter a rolled stone base is required.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Maintenance. Off-street parking areas shall be maintained in proper repair with a dust-free
surface, except for parking areas and access drives in Agriculture/Residential (AG/R) zoning
greater than 75 feet from the street.
Drainage Facilities. For any use which will require a parking area or access drive to be newly
constructed, added to, or altered in such a way as to affect drainage either on or off the
site, as determined by the City, storm water drainage plans, including grading plans, shall
be submitted to and approved by the City, prior to issuance of a building permit, occupancy
certificate or business license.
Time Limit. All required off-street parking areas shall be ready for use, including the above
surfacing requirement, before the issuance of an occupancy certificate (in the case of a new
building or addition) or within forty-five (45) days after the issuance of an business license
(in the case of change of occupancy in an existing building). An extension of time will be
granted due to adverse weather conditions.
Lighting of Parking Areas. Any lights used to illuminate the parking area shall be arranged,
located or screened to direct light away from adjoining residential uses, and public rightsof-way.
Additional Parking Regulations.

ORDINANCE 963 ZONING REGULATIONS CHAPTER 14 05/09/16 – EDWARDSVILLE 2

i.

Head-In Parking. Head-in parking from any public right-of-way, which would allow
traffic to back out directly into the public right-of-way shall not be permitted. This
paragraph shall not apply to single-family and duplex residential uses.
ii. Off-street parking, not required under this section, but voluntarily provided, shall
comply with all the requirements with regard to location and construction.
iii. Required spaces shall not be used for storage and shall be kept available for their
parking function.
5. Obstructions to Vision at Street Intersections Prohibited. No sign, landscaping, pole, or structure
shall be located at elevations between two feet (2’) and eight feet (8’) above the accessway(s),
driveway(s), street(s) or sidewalk(s) within the triangular area formed by the right angle of a line
connecting them at points twenty feet (20’) from the intersection point of said accessway(s),
driveway(s), street(s) or sidewalk(s)or combination thereof set out as follows:
a. A vehicular accessway or driveway and a street;
b. A vehicular accessway or driveway and a sidewalk;
c. Two (2) or more vehicular accessways or driveways; or

6.

No sign, landscaping, pole, or structure shall be located at elevations between two feet (2’) and
eight feet (8’) above the accessway(s), driveway(s), street(s) or sidewalk(s) within the triangular
area formed by the right angle of a line connecting them at points twenty-five feet (25’) from the
intersection point at the property line of any private street, public street or combination thereof.
This is known as the sight triangle. This ordinance shall not apply to placements by the City, State
or County.
Off-Street Loading and Unloading Space. Every new building or structure intended for use for
business or trade shall provide not less than one (1) loading and unloading space, and sufficient
driveway space to accommodate semi-trailers and tractors for the loading and unloading of vehicles
off the street or public alley. Such place shall have access to a public alley or if there is no alley, to
a public street and shall be screened from all residential areas adjacent to the business.

ORDINANCE 963 ZONING REGULATIONS CHAPTER 14 05/09/16 – EDWARDSVILLE 3
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PLANNING COMMISSION
MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission

From: City of Edwardsville Planning Department
Date:

October 20, 2021

RE:

Item 1a – Preliminary / Final Plat of Eagle View Estates – 1650 S 102nd Street
2021-07-PPT/FPT

Case Overview
Applicant
Larry T. Hahn Jr.
Hans Surveying

Property Owner
Mary S. Mair

Property Address
1650 S 102nd Street

Site Size
13.67 Acres

Existing Zoning
R-1; Rural Residential District

Existing Land Use
Farming / Ranch

Surrounding Zoning & Land Use
North: AG/R; Single Family
Residential, Agricultural
East: R-1; Single Family
Residential, Collector Street
South: R-1; Single Family
Residential
West: R-1; Single Family
Residential, Education Facility

Summary of Request:
Approval of preliminary and final plat of Eagle View Estates.

Staff comments derive from the application of the City of Edwardsville Code of Ordinances. All ordinances
referenced throughout this review are deemed appropriate in analyzing the merits of any Preliminary Plat
and/or Final Plat.

1

Vicinity Map

Background
On September 17, 2021 the property Owner’s agent filed an application for a preliminary / final plat of
approximately 13.67 acres of native grass located on the west side of South 104th Street. The property is
proposed to be platted as 4 separate lots with existing dedication of public right-of-way along South 104th
Street and future dedication of utility easements. The property is zoned as R-1 Rural Residential.
Prior to filling, the applicant and owner were directed to provide Staff with a conceptual sketch of the
proposed division of land, referencing the existing zoning regulations and restrictions. Upon receiving the
preliminary and final plats, Staff requested revisions that included the existing driveways to be noted on
the preliminary plat and restrictions to be included on the final plat requiring all future driveways to have
200 feet of separation or located directly across from existing driveways.
The property owner intends to sell the lots for single family homesites. The plat was prepared to meet the
minimum lot size requirements in the R-1 Rural Residential district with provisions that satisfy the
Subdivision Regulations regarding future placement of driveways. The approval of the replat / final plat
will result in the formation of three 3.03 acre lots and one 4.28 acre lot.
Per the City of Edwardsville Subdivision Regulations, the various utility providers in the area, as well as
appropriate UG representatives, have been provided copies of the replat for review and comment.

2

Zoning Map

Application Analysis
The replat / final plat application materials have been reviewed by the city planning and engineering
consultants for conformance with the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations and other applicable
polices and plans. As noted previously, the submitted replat was also sent to the various utility providers
and County Surveyor for comment.
The review comments regarding the replat / final plat were provided to the applicant on September 24,
2021. A revised replat submittal was provided on September 28, 2021 and has addressed the technical
items requested. This revised submittal has also been reviewed for consistency with the approved public
improvement plans and development plans.

Recommendation and Conditions
In regard to a final plat, Article IV Section 13 of the City of Edwardsville Subdivision Regulations state:
The Planning Commission shall approve a final plat if it is:
1. Substantially the same as the approved preliminary plat;
2. There has been compliance with all conditions, restrictions and requirements of this ordinance and
all other applicable ordinances of the City;
3. There has been compliance with any conditions that may have been attached to the approval of
the preliminary plat.
3

In light of the analysis and consideration of the standards for Planning Commission approval provided
above, staff recommends approval of the replat with the following conditions:
1. Subject to final review by technical reviewers with necessary technical changes being addressed
prior to signature / filing / recording of the plat.
2. Meeting the submittal and filing requirements of the UG and County Surveyor.
If approved by the Planning Commission, this replat will be forwarded to the City Council for approval and
acceptance of public rights-of-way, easements and dedications.

Commission Action for Replat / Final Plat
Preliminary / Final Plats require a recommendation from the Planning Commission to the City Council.
In this instance, there are three options:
• Recommend approval as submitted.
• Recommend approval with certain conditions.
• Recommend disapproval.

Attachments

Application Material
Sketch Plat
Preliminary / Final Plat
R-1 Rural Residential District Regulations

4

August 18, 2021

Bradley Hocevar
City of Edwardsville
690 S 4th Street
Edwardsville, KS 66111
Re: Sketch Plan Application

Dear Mr. Hocevar,
Please accept this letter as application to subdivide my property located at 1650 S. 102nd Street,
Edwardsville, KS 66111.
The subject property is approximately 13.67 acres of native grass located on the west side of
102nd Street. I am proposing dividing the property into four parcels as illustrated in the attached
sketch.
Lot 1 - 250’ x 507’ = 3 acres
Lot 2 - 250’ x 507’ = 3 acres
Lot 3 - 250’ x 507’ = 3 acres
Lot 4 - 400’ x 507’ = 4.67 acres
The lots will be sold for single family homesites. I do not wish to propose any protective
covenants at this time.
Sincerely,
Mary S. Mair
9922 Woodstock Street
Lenexa, KS 66220
mmair@yahoo.com

1150 Ft

50 ft Rear Setback

50 ft Rear Setback

Lot 3
3 Acres

Lot 2
3 Acres

Lot 4
4.67 Acres

507 ft

507 ft

Lot 1
3 Acres

1650

40 ft Side Setback

25 ft Side Setback

1600

1 Acre
Reference
43,560 sq ft
(208.71 ft x 208.71 ft)

50 ft Front Setback
250 feet

250 feet

400 feet

250 feet

1150 Ft

S 102nd Street

Existing Parcel
Proposed Lot
Building Setback

1615

1701

1 inch = 100 feet
Existing Conditions
Acres: 13.67
Sewer: Septic
Land Use: Agriculture
Zoning: Rural Residential (R-1)

0

125

250

500

750
Feet

1,000

1,250

Traverse PC

Traverse PC

Foundations Report

What is goDotte?
The goDotte Strategic Mobility Plan is our County’s:

Vision
To shape a new mobility
future for Wyandotte County

Strategy

Plan

To leverage the previous
transportation planning efforts
that have been conducted in
our community

To integrate all modes of travel
into a cohesive system that
provides convenient, safe, and
equitable access for all

Our Priorities

Equity

Public Health

Economic
Vibrancy

Connectivity

Safety

Regional Context
Wyandotte
County

KC Metro
Area

Population

165K

2.1M

% Non-White

60%

28%

% Hispanic

30%

9%

Median Household
Income

$47K

$70K

• Wyandotte County is more diverse than and has
a lower median income than the overall region.
• Significant natural and man-made barriers
• MO/KS Rivers and tributaries
• Freeways and rail lines

Sources: MARC, US Census American Community Survey (ACS) 2019 1-Year

Recent & Ongoing Initiatives
goDotte aligns and will leverage many recent and
ongoing initiatives, including:

7

County-wide or Regional
Plans (2008-2020)

13

Corridor or area-specific
plans (2008-2021)

8

• Most recent plans support a comprehensive
mobility strategy including all modes of travel.
• Individual plans typically support major themes,
including improved bike/ped connectivity,
improved transit service, and increased safety.
• The County’s recent Complete Streets
Ordinance codifies the expectations to design for
all ages and abilities.
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Sources: Local and Regional Planning Documents from 1979-2020

Key
Insights

We need to better integrate mobility
infrastructure and land use
investments.
• Major job centers within the County are
geographically dispersed and are mainly
accessible by automobile.

• Low-density development throughout the
County has led to automobile dependency.
This type of development has been shown to
lead to worsened public health and
environmental outcomes, along with
increased transportation and infrastructure
costs.

550,000

average daily trips by
driving

3.4

average daily trips
per capita

Sources: KC Business Journal Major Employers List, US Census Center for
Economic Studies – OnTheMap (2018)

Our community lacks safe and
convenient multimodal options and
amenities.
• Lack of sidewalks in significant portions of
County; gaps in network; poor condition in older
areas
• Limited network of dedicated bicycle facilities
(striped lanes, shared-use paths)
• New micromobility options – bikeshare,
scooters

• Crash history involving peds/bikes

19%

49

of potential
sidewalk network
in place

average number of
crashes involving bikes or
peds per year since 2016

14
pedestrians killed
since 2016

Sources: MARC, KDOT, Unified Government, Cities of Bonner Springs and
Edwardsville

Transit frequency and reliability
should be prioritized over coverage.
• Transit service in the County includes RideKC
bus service operated by the UG and KCATA and
Tiblow Transit service in Bonner Springs and
Edwardsville.
• A few select routes currently run every 30
minutes during weekday operations, while most
local routes run every 60 minutes or longer.
• KC’s regional long-range transit plan calls for
high-capacity transit (15-minute service or
better) for several key corridors in the County.

232

miles of 30-minute service bus
routes (inbound + outbound)

116
miles of 60+ minute service
bus routes (inbound +
outbound)

Sources: KCATA Data from OpenDataKC, Cities of Bonner Springs and
Edwardsville

Our roadway network is fortunate to
largely have excess capacity
available.
• Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio measures
congestion on a roadway; map shows “worst
hour” for all segments
• V/C ratios above 0.8 indicate that a facility may
be approaching the threshold of congestion –
only 4% of roads in County
• Vision Zero strategy to eliminate all traffic
fatalities/injuries while increasing safety, healthy,
and equity mobility for all

96%
of roads in County have
acceptable Volume-toCapacity Ratios

4,280
Average number of
crashes per year in County
from 2016-2021

Sources: MARC Regional Travel Demand Model, KDOT

Investment in transportation choice
makes our community more
equitable.
In general, lower household income in the County correlates with areas with a high minority
population and low access to a car.

Sources: US Census American Community Survey (2019)

We have the opportunity to improve
access to jobs locally and
throughout the region.
• Almost 95% of County residents use an automobile
for their daily commute
• Majority of workers commute from outside the
County
• Majority of residents commute to outside the
County

• Limited non-auto connections across County border

74%

of workers live
outside of Wyandotte
County

67%

of residents work
outside of Wyandotte
County

Sources: US Census American Community Survey (2019), US Census Center
for Economic Studies – OnTheMap (2018)

Green infrastructure investments
should be used as opportunities to
improve mobility at the same time.
• Ambitious plans for a County-wide network of
trails/greenways, but currently only small
fragments of this network are complete.

• County is actively developing a prioritization
methodology for stormwater infrastructure →
opportunity to have stormwater infrastructure be
a lead-in to greenways and trails
• Other communities in region are ahead of the
County in integrating stormwater and trail planning
and design.
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350

miles of existing trails, including
shared-use paths, biking trails,
and equestrian trails

total miles of proposed trail
in the County’s Sidewalks
and Trails Master Plan

Sources: MARC, Unified Government, Cities of Bonner Springs and
Edwardsville

The Time to Invest is Now
While the state of our transportation infrastructure is not the
only factor that influences community outcomes – it is clear that
disparities and issues within our community cannot be
adequately addressed without significant mobility
investments that meaningfully expand the quality, safety and
reliability of our transportation system.

Next Steps

A strategy and work plan for moving forward

Summer 2021
• Data Needs and
Collection

Fall 2021

Winter 2021-22

• Goals and Vision

• Policy Inventory

• Previous Plan Review

• Mobility Needs
Evaluation

• Policy Diagnostic

• Foundations Report
Development

• Street Typology and
Land Use Integration

• Modernization

Spring 2022

Documentation

• Project Development
Guidance

• Draft Plan

• Integrated Corridor
Strategy

• Bilingual Executive
Summary

• Final Plan

• Action Plan

• Sidewalks/Trails
Master Plan Map
Update

Broad Engagement

Focused
Engagement

Fall 2021 Next Steps
• Public and stakeholder
engagement
• Mobility Vision
• Needs evaluation - “Access
to Opportunity” mapping
• Sidewalks/Trails Master Plan
update

• Policy assessment

Thank you!

Project website goDotte.com and initial
public survey are live as of 10/1.

