PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS
5240 Belinder Rd.

Monday, June 29, 2026 — 6:00 P.M.

1. MINUTES
Approval of minutes from meeting held May 18, 2026.

2. OLD BUSINESS

a. Public Hearing continued from April 27%, 2026 — Site Plan Review — 5815 Cherokee
Dr, for a Special Use Permit for a Sports Court and an exception request to the
greenspace requirement as submitted by D. Lance Larson, Property Owner

3. NEW BUSINESS

a. Site Plan Review — 6001 Reinhardt Dr, Fairway, KS as submitted by Jackson Galvin
of Epic Landscape Productions LC on behalf of Sean and Nicole McCarney, Property
Owners, request exception to greenspace requirement for pool

b. Site Plan Review — 5928 El Monte St, Fairway, KS as submitted by Jason and
Kathryn Orr, Property Owners, request exception to greenspace requirement for paver
patio

c. Site Plan Review — 5943 Catalina St, Fairway, KS as submitted by Caleb George of
Chris George Homes, Property Owner, request for a new Single-Family Residence
with exception request to window hierarchy

d. Site Plan Review — 2650 Shawnee Mission Parkway (parking lot), Fairway, KS as
submitted by Stephen Hill of KC Custom Signs on behalf of University of Kansas
Hospital Authority, Property Owner, request sign deviations for yard sign size and
number of signs.

e. Review Planning Commission By-Laws

4. ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
Set next meeting date for July 27, 2026.

5. ADJOURNMENT



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FOR PUBLIC DISSEMINATION UNTIL THEY HAVE BEEN APPROVED BY THE

FAIRWAY PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
OF THE CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS

The Planning Commission of the City of Fairway, Kansas (the "Commission") conducted a meeting
on Monday, May 18, 2026. The meeting was called to order at 6:00 P.M.

Present: Commissioners Ben Zwick, Michael Tamburini, Jeremy Deeken, Rorric Pfalzgraf,
Doug Dalgleish.

Absent: Commissioner Michael Hoelscher.

Presiding: Chair Wendy Bailey.

Staff Present: City Clerk Abbie Aldridge; Zoning Counsel Jim Mosimann; Community

Development Director Basil Alani.

Visitors: Glen Mock, Glen Mock Construction, Craig Nelson, 5725 Windsor Drive, Carl

1.

Thorne-Thomson, 5710 Reinhardt Drive.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Chair Bailey asked for a motion to approve the minutes of the April 27, 2026 meeting.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Dalgleish to approve the April 27,
2026 minutes. Commissioner Deeken seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS

None.

NEW BUSINESS

SITE PLAN REVIEW - 6101 EL MONTE STREET, FAIRWAY, KANSAS AS
SUBMITTED BY BRIAN STANLEY ON BEHALF OF JAMES ENGLE CUSTOM HOMES
LLC, PROPERTY OWNER, REQUEST EXCEPTION FOR FENCE ON A CORNER LOT
TO PROJECT INTO THE REQUIRED 12 FEET FROM THE PROPERTY LINE.

Chair Bailey asked for the staff report.

Director Alani referred the Commission to the report in the packet. The property is a standard
corner lot. On July 28, 2025, the new home was granted approval from the Planning
Commission for a fence location that met Code at 14 feet from the property line. The applicant
is requesting an exception for the fence to be located 6.4 feet from the property line. The
proposed location aligns with the neighboring home but will encroach into the required 12-foot
setback from the property line.
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Staff is not opposed to the requested exception and there are no sight-line concerns. If the
Planning Commission grants the requested exception, staff recommends the following
conditions:

1. Building permit must be obtained and fees paid, as required by City Code.
2. Application and approval are void if the building permit is not obtained within one
year of the date of Planning Commission approval.

Director Alani explained that the home is still under construction and has been sold. The new
owners would like to move the fence 4 feet. The fence will be aligned with the neighboring
home and will not encroach into the required 12 feet from the property line. He does not know
what material would be used for the new fence and the applicant was not present at the meeting
to respond to that question. The new fence will not project in front of the home, will line up
with the garage, and will not affect the neighbor.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf stated that he does not have an issue with allowing the exception,
because the fence will line up with the home.

Chair Bailey asked if there was additional discussion. Hearing none, she asked for a motion.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Pfalzgraf to approve the Site Plan —
6101 El Monte Street, Fairway, Kansas as submitted by Brian Stanley on behalf of
James Engle Custom Homes LLC, Property Owner, request exception for fence on a
corner lot to project into the required 12 feet from the property line, subject to staff
recommendations. Commissioner Zwick seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

SITE PLAN REVIEW — 6143 GRANADA ST, FAIRWAY, KS AS SUBMITTED BY GLEN
MOCK ON BEHALF OF ZACHARY MOCK, PROPERTY OWNER, REQUEST FOR A
NEW SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH EXCEPTION REQUESTS TO WINDOW
HIERARCHY ON LEFT ELEVATION FACADE AND GARAGE DOOR IS MORE THAN
8 FEET IN FRONT OF MAIN ENTRANCE.

Chair Bailey asked for the staff report.

Director Alani referred the Commission to the report in the packet. Applicant has submitted
plans for a new single-family residence. The height of the structure is 28 feet 4 inches from
the existing elevation. The watershed analysis shows the proposed hardscape will increase
runoff to the street and decrease runoff to the rear of the property. Storm retention is not
required. The applicant is seeking an exception for the garage door to be in front of the primary
entrance by 20 feet 8 inches (12 feet 8 inches over the allowed 8 feet). The applicant is also
seeking an exception for the left side south elevation facade for having the lower windows
smaller than the upper windows and the windows do not align.



PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 18,2026 MEETING MINUTES

Staff is opposed to the garage exception request and not opposed to the window hierarchy
exception. If the Planning Commission grants approval, staff recommends the following
conditions:

1. One electronic complete set of plans must be submitted for plan review and
approval.

2. Building permit must be obtained and fees paid, as required by City Code.

3. Project must comply with all City Ordinances, the 2012 International Building Code
and other incorporated technical codes.

4. Application and approval are void if the building permit is not obtained within one
year of the date of Planning Commission approval.

Chair Bailey asked if there were questions for staff.

Responding to Commissioner Tamburini’s question, Chair Bailey explained how the 8-foot
limit was established for the garage to front entrance measurement. The Commission was
trying to avoid having garages so far in front of homes that you could not even see the front
door. They were trying to make the community more welcoming. The Commission has
allowed exceptions to this requirement in the past.

Chair Bailey stated that at 20 feet 8 inches, it does seem the garage is a lot further out from the
front door than she would be comfortable with.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf noted that the garage door is not facing outward from the main entry
and there is a porch that extends over the entryway. The front of the porch is 6 or 7 feet behind
the garage wall. He thinks the design accomplishes the aesthetic that the City is trying to
promote as it does not look like the entry is recessed way back. He does not have an objection
to granting the exception.

Chair Bailey asked the applicant to address the Commission.

Glen Mock, Glen Mock Construction, stated that he is the builder on the project. He presented
revised plans to the Commission. The front entry has been changed to decrease the distance
from the front of the garage to the front entry by 4 2 feet. He understands the desire not to
have a house with a massive garage sticking out in front of the front door. His argument is that
the front of the porch line where the columns are located is visually where the house begins,
and the covered porch and decorative columns are only 5 feet 10 inches behind the garage wall.

Mr. Mock confirmed that the square footage of the house changed with the revised plan and
the changes are shown on the revised plan. Bringing the front door closer as shown in the
revised plan removes some dead space under the porch area. The charm of the covered porch
is that it has a traditional style and is conducive to the neighborhood.

Director Alani explained that with the revised plans, an exception will still be required for the
garage being in front of the front door. He also discussed other exceptions that may be required
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based on the revised plans. For example, the soffit was included on the previous plan to break
up the facade because it was over 940 square feet. The soffit has been removed on the revised
plan so an exception would be required because the fagade appears to exceed 800 square feet
without relief.

Mr. Mock explained that on the revised plan he added a cantilevered bedroom upstairs which
juts out, breaking up the mass wall. That change also gives a much better look aesthetically.

Director Alani stated that he would need to know the square footage of the cantilever to confirm
that if it meets the relief requirements and whether or not it encroaches into the setback.

Mr. Mock explained that he has added a note on the revised plan that shows the new square
footages, the measurements for the two wall sections, and the amount of glass for the windows.

Director Alani stated that because the revised plan was presented during the meeting, he is not
prepared to review the new information at this time.

Chair Bailey asked if there were other questions for the applicant. Hearing none, she asked for
discussion from the Commission.

Commissioner Dalgleish asked if what staff originally reviewed has been withdrawn.

Chair Bailey responded that the Commission could approve the revised plan with the
requirement that the revised plan be reviewed by Director Alani to confirm that it meets all
Code requirements. She thinks that Director Alani would be agreeable to that, but she asked
Zoning Counsel Mosimann for his comments.

Zoning Counsel Mosimann stated that the Commission would be approving the site plan with
additional conditions and one of those conditions would be that the revised plan be reviewed
and approved by Director Alani. He thinks this is out of the ordinary and would defer to
Director Alani on how tenable the review would be.

Director Alani stated that if the Commission approves the plan and grants the exceptions to the
window hierarchy and entry, he could review the revised plans and confirm that the plan meets
the Code. He does not know if the facade meets the 800 square feet allowed with the cantilever.
A window is also being eliminated and he is not sure the window/door opening percentages
are met. Once the revised plans are submitted, he could review them and confirm that all Code
requirements are met.

Responding to Commissioner Dalgleish’s question, Director Alani stated that if the revised
plans meet the window/door percentage and if the facade size is less than 800 square feet
without a break, he could approve the plans without requiring the matter to come back before
the Commission.
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Chair Bailey indicated that the Commission could also request to see the site plan again if
preferred.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf noted that he did the math and if the numbers reported on the revised
plan are correct, the revised plan meets both the fagade size and window/door opening
requirements. Director Alani would need to review the plan to corroborate the numbers.

Responding to Commissioner Pfalzgraf’s question, Director Alani confirmed that the left side
elevation is where the exception is required because of the window hierarchy.

Commissioner Zwick stated that he appreciates the applicant’s effort to mitigate the distance
for the garage being in front of the front entry. He believes the window hierarchy exception is
similar to some that have been approved in the past. He would recommend that the exceptions
be approved, with the requirement that the revised plans be reviewed by Director Alani to
confirm that all Code requirements are met. If the Code requirements are not met with respect
to the window/door openings, then the applicant would need to either increase the size of the
windows or add additional false windows.

Director Alani added that the Commission could also grant an additional exception to allow
the window/door openings to be below the 15 percent requirement.

Mr. Mock stated that he would not have any objection with staff reviewing the revised plans
to confirm that they meet the Code requirements.

Chair Bailey suggested that the motion be to approve the revised plan conditionally, requiring
Director Alani to review the plans to confirm that the Code requirements related to the fagade
percentage and window/door opening percentage are met.

Chair Bailey asked for further discussion from the Commission. Hearing none, she asked for
a motion.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Deeken to approve the Revised Site
Plan submitted on May 18, 2026 — 6143 Granada St, Fairway, Kansas, as submitted by
Glen Mock on behalf of Zachary Mock, Property Owner, request for a new Single-
Family Residence with exception requests to window hierarchy on left elevation fagade
and garage door is more than 8 feet in front of main entrance, subject to staff
recommendations, with the additional condition that staff review and approve the
facade size and window/door opening percentages to confirm that they meet Code
requirements.

Discussion followed. If staff does not approve the revised site plan because the
applicant has not met the facade size and window/door opening requirements, the plans
would come back to the Commission for approval; however, the applicant will be given
the opportunity to increase the window/door openings to meet the Code requirements.
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Director Alani reminded the Commission that if they like the revised plans as
submitted, they could grant exceptions to both the facade and window/door opening
requirements.

Commissioner Dalgleish thinks it is important for staff to review the revised plans to
confirm that they meet the Code requirements.

Commissioner Zwick agreed, stating that he is concerned it would set a bad precedent
to approve revised plans that were submitted to the Commission during the meeting.

Commissioner Zwick seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.
SITE PLAN REVIEW — 6118 REINHARDT DR, FAIRWAY. KS AS SUBMITTED BY
CRAIG NELSON OF NELSON DESIGN BUILT ON BEHALF OF BRETT AND JAMIE

DEUTH, PROPERTY OWNER, REQUEST EXCEPTION FOR DRIVEWAY WIDTH AND
MORE THAN 20 FEET FROM FRONT BUILDING LINE.

Chair Bailey asked for the staff report.

Director Alani referred the Commission to the report in the packet. He stated that the applicant
appeared before the Board of Zoning Appeals just prior to this meeting and was granted a
variance to demolish the non-conforming garage and rebuild it at the existing setback. The
applicant is also removing an existing circular drive and will replace it with a single curb cut
with nonconforming design. The applicant is seeking an exception to the width of the driveway
to be 37 feet 3 74 inches (the Code allows maximum driveway width of 20 feet) and the length
from the front building line to be 25 feet (the Code allows the length in front of the building
line to be 20 feet).

Staff is not opposed to the requested exceptions. Should the Planning Commission approve
the application and requested exceptions, staff recommends the following conditions:

1. Complete a permit application and pay permit fee.

2. Project must comply with all City Ordinances and the 2012 International Residential
Code and other incorporated technical codes.

3. Application and approval is void if a building permit fee is not paid within one year
from the date of Planning Commission approval.

Chair Bailey asked if there were questions for staff.

Responding to Commissioner Pfalzgraf’s question, Director Alani explained that the house has
a circular drive that they are removing and then they are enlarging the driveway next to the
new garage to 37 feet. At the curb, the driveway width is 20 feet, which the applicant is not
changing.
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Chair Bailey asked the applicant to address the Commission.

Craig Nelson, 5725 Windsor Drive, explained that the driveway is steep. The circle driveway
is non-functioning on the south side because when one car is parked at the top of the driveway,
they cannot use the side of the driveway past the circle. As the family grows, they will have
more cars and the idea is to keep the cars off the street. They would like to remove the circle
driveway and increase the depth of the driveway to allow for two cars to park at the top of the
driveway.

Responding to Commissioner Zwick’s question, Mr. Nelson stated that the large square build
out area is for parking. They are going to try to flatten out the area in order to get additional
cars on the driveway and out of the street.

Commissioner Zwick noted that a traditional parking space is about 16 feet long and 7 feet
wide. So, a parking space that is 37 feet wide is roughly 4 parking spaces.

Mr. Nelson explained that they do have to maintain a space for a car to pull in and out of the
driveway. The driveway is steep and the house is on top of a hill so they would like to keep
the younger family members from parking on the street.

Commissioner Zwick noted that the footprint of the parking area is 21 feet by 20 feet, or 400
square feet of parking. Parking three cars in a row on a driveway seems unique.

Mr. Nelson responded that the plan is for there to be parking for two cars and he does not think
there will be room there for a third car.

Chair Bailey asked for discussion from the Commission.

Commissioner Zwick stated that he is not in favor of granting the exception based on the size
of 400 square feet of concrete in addition to the driveway. He understands they are reducing
the greenspace, but as for aesthetics, this will be a large mass in the front and center of the
house. Also, he does not see any landscaping plan for the area.

Commissioner Deeken asked if the applicant would agree to a landscaping plan that would
include some boxwoods to screen the concrete in front of the home.

Mr. Nelson stated that he believes the owner would agree to comply with whatever landscaping
is required and they would likely do it on their own regardless of whether it was required.

Commissioner Dalgleish asked why staff was not opposed to granting the exception.
Director Alani explained that he was not opposed to granting the exception because the

Commission has granted similar exceptions and he assumed that this request would also be
approved.
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There is a discussion concerning previous applications where similar exceptions were granted.

There is a discussion concerning requiring landscaping to be added to screen the driveway.
Chair Bailey suggested that if the Commission was inclined to require landscaping, that it
should be clear on where the screening would be required. Commissioner Deeken pointed out
that based on the north pointing arrow on the back page of the plan, he believes the landscaping
should be added to the south and east sides of the parking area.

Chair Bailey asked for further discussion from the Commission. Hearing none, she asked for
a motion.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Deeken to approve the Site Plan —
6118 Reinhardt Dr, Fairway, KS as submitted by Craig Nelson of Nelson Design Built
on behalf of Brett and Jamie Deuth, Property Owner, request exception for driveway
width and more than 20 feet from front building line, subject to staff recommendations,
with the additional requirement that the applicant install screening vegetation on the
south 20 feet and the east 12 feet of the parking pad. Commissioner Tamburini
seconded the motion.

The motion carried 4 to 1.

SITE PLAN REVIEW — 5710 REINHARDT DR, FAIRWAY. KS AS SUBMITTED BY
SUSAN THORNE-THOMSEN, PROPERTY OWNER, REQUEST EXCEPTION FOR
FENCE ON A CORNER LOT TO PROJECT IN FRONT OF THE BUILDING LINE OF AN
ADJACENT DWELLING UNIT.

Chair Bailey asked for the staff report.

Director Alani referred the Commission to the report in the packet. This property is a standard
corner lot. The applicant is requesting an exception for a new 6-foot privacy fence to project
in front of the building line of the adjacent dwelling unit and be located 18 feet 6 inches from
the property line. The proposed fence location is at the street side property line 32.21 feet from
the street curb.

Staff is not opposed to the requested exception as there are no sight-line concerns. If the
Planning Commission the requested exception, staff recommends the following conditions:

1. Building permit must be obtained and fees paid, as required by City Code.
2. Application and approval are void if the building permit is not obtained within one
year of the date of Planning Commission approval.

Responding to Chair Bailey’s question, Director Alani stated that the applicant was not
required to notify the neighbor of the request.
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Chair Bailey asked if there were questions for staff. Hearing none, she asked the applicant to
address the Commission.

Carl Thorne-Thomson, 5710 Reinhardt Drive, stated that he is the applicant. The reason for
moving the fence is that they are trying to sell the home and prospective buyers have stated
that the backyard fenced area is small. They would like to move the fence 20 feet south to
make more backyard area.

Responding to Commissioner Zwick’s question, Mr. Thorne-Thomson stated that they have
not discussed what type of fence will be installed; however, they were planning to install a
privacy fence.

Director Alani noted that there are no visibility issues for the neighbor backing out of the
driveway.

Chair Bailey asked if there were other questions for the applicant. Hearing none, she asked for
discussion from the Commission. Hearing none, he asked for a motion.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Deeken to approve the Site Plan —
5710 Reinhardt Dr, Fairway, Kansas as submitted by Susan Thorne-Thomsen, Property
Owner, request exception for fence on a corner lot to project in front of the building
line of an adjacent dwelling unit, subject to staff recommendations. Commissioner
Zwick seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

NEXT MEETING

City Clerk Aldridge stated that the next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for June
29, 2026.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Bailey asked for a motion to adjourn.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Deeken to adjourn. Commissioner
Pfalzgraf seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

Hearing no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:29 P.M.
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Abbie Aldridge, City Clerk
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STAFF REPORT
Planning Commission
June 29, 2026

TO: Chair Wendy Bailey
Planning Commission Members
Anna Krstulic, Zoning Counsel

FROM: Basil Alani, Community Development Director
Abbie Aldridge, City Clerk

APPLICANT: D. Lance Larson, Property Owner

PROPERTY: 5815 Cherokee Dr, REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3 LT 6 BLK 24
FAC 1218

ZONING: R-1 Single-Family Residential District

PROJECT: Site Plan Review & Special Use Permit — Sport Court, Greenspace
Exception.

BACKGROUND:

This is a continued report from the April 27,2026 meeting. The applicant submitted revised
plans with new greenspace numbers. The Property is 18,399.48 sq. ft. with a minimum required
greenspace of 12,299.57 sq. ft. (66.8%). Currently, the greenspace is 9,611.45 sq. ft. (52.24%).
Applicant requests a greenspace exception and proposes to remove areas of hardscape to
increase the greenspace to 11140.22 sq. ft (60.55 %) and move the sport court 11 feet from
property line. Applicant submitted a landscaping plan that includes trees to buffer between the
sport court and adjacent property. Per the watershed analysis, a second basin will be installed to
increase the infiltration trench collecting the roof drainage.

Order of items attached to staff report:
- Applicants revised submittal

- April 27, 2026, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

- April 27, 2026, Planning Commission Packet including letters of opposition and support

APPLICABLE CODE PROVISIONS:
Code Sec. 15-235. — Site plan review.

(a) Applicants. The following development activities shall require a site plan review subject to
the procedures and criteria contained in the zoning regulations. No building permit shall
be issued until the required review and approval of a site plan has occurred.

Development Activity Preliminary | Final

In the R-1 district, any construction activity that: No Yes
* Any application, regardless of the size or impact of the project, that
requests an exception to the Dimension Standards in Section 15-296 or
the Site Design Standards in Section 15-297.

Any request for rezoning or a Special Use Permit Yes Yes
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Project requires SUP and greenspace exception.

Code Sec. 15-234. — Rezoning.

(2) Planning Commission review. A proposed rezoning shall be submitted to the Planning
Commission for recommendation.

a.

Hearing. The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing regarding the
proposed rezoning, and shall cause an accurate written summary to be made of the
proceedings. At any public hearing held to consider a proposed rezoning, an
opportunity shall be granted to interested parties to be heard.

Published notice. Notice of the hearing shall be published in the same manner as that
required for recommendations on the original zoning regulations and shall describe
the proposed changes in the restrictions or in the boundary or classification of any
zone or district. Since the proposed rezoning affects specific property, the property
shall be designated by legal description or a general description sufficient to identify
the property under consideration. If the legal description is not published, the notice
shall include a statement that a complete legal description is available for public
inspection at Fairway City Hall located at 5240 Belinder Rd, Fairway, Kansas.

Notice was published in The Legal Record on April 7, 2026. The Planning Commission continued
the application to the June 29, 2026, meeting. No new notifications are required.

C.

Written notice. Written notice of the proposed rezoning shall be mailed at least twenty
(20) days before the hearing to all owners of record of real property located within the
area to be altered and to all owners of record of real property located within at least
two hundred feet (200') of the area proposed to be altered. An applicant shall
immediately deliver an affidavit to the City evidencing that such notice has been made.
When the notice has been properly addressed and deposited in the mail, failure of a
party to receive such notice shall not invalidate any subsequent action taken by the
Planning Commission or the Governing Body.

The required written notices were mailed on March 24, 2026.

f

Review and recommendation. A majority of the members of the Planning Commission
present and voting at the hearing shall be required to recommend approval or denial
of the rezoning to the Governing Body. If the Planning Commission fails to make a
recommendation on a rezoning request, the Planning Commission shall be deemed to
have made a recommendation of disapproval.

Code Sec. 15-298. — Special conditions for uses.

In addition to the general standards in this part, the applicable supplemental provisions in Division 3,
and any applicable special use conditions and procedures in Division 4, the following uses shall be
subject to these special conditions in the R-1 district.

(4) Sport courts. Sport courts accessory to residential uses shall only be allowed subject to a
special use permit issued according to the standards and procedures of Article 1V, Division

4
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Code Sec. 15-683. — Special use permit procedure.

(a) A special use permit application shall be accompanied by any applicable fee and made on any
forms provided by the City. The requirements for the application and the procedure for the
review of the same shall follow those specified for a rezoning (see Section 15-234); provided that
the application shall also include:

(1) A statement of the reasons why the special use permit is being requested, including how the
request conforms with the City's comprehensive plan and the purposes, intent, and
standards of this chapter, and

(2) A statement of the nature and character of the current zoning district, and immediate
vicinity of the project, and justification on how the requested use will conform to that
character.

This is a continued application. Statement for the request was submitted.

Code Sec. 15-684. — Standards of review.

The following factors shall be considered in the review of a special use permit request:

(1) The compatibility and impact of the use and site design with use, enjoyment, property values
or character of neighboring properties, including, but not limited to:

a.
b.

C.

d.

e.

Any similarity or dissimilarity in scale, bulk, lot coverage, or street frontage;

Any architectural designs minimizing the impact of the proposed use;

Any site design techniques minimizing the impact of any required parking or other
necessity;

Any generation of traffic and the ability to mitigate the impact of the same; and

Any external impact detectable from adjacent properties, including noise, dust, dirt,
heat, smoke, odor, vibration, electrical inference, glare, light or radio or television
transmission interference compared with those of other existing uses in the vicinity;

(2) The consistency of the use and site design with purpose and standards of the zoning district;
(3) The conformance of the use and site design with the comprehensive plan,
(4) The conformance of the use and site design with any specified conditions for the particular

use,

(5) Recommendations of professional staff; and
(6) Any other specific factor that is relevant to the proposed use and its impact to the
community.

The City has received no new letters of opposition or support.

Code Sec. 15-685. — Conditions.

(a) In granting a special use permit, the Governing Body may impose any conditions on the special
use it deems appropriate to meet the requirements of approval. Such conditions must serve a
legitimate zoning purpose and.

(1) Be clearly expressed with sufficient clarify to give notice of the limitations on the use;

(2) Relate directly to the proposed use; and

(3) Address a legitimate zoning purpose that bears a relationship to the public health, safety,
and welfare.



()

(©

fairway, §

THE CIT F TREES

Further the Governing Body may require periodic review to ensure the permittee continues to
meet all permit conditions.

Unless otherwise set forth in the express provisions of the special use permit, each special use
permit shall be deemed to have a duration of ten (10) years, after which such special use shall
terminate if no new special use permit is applied for and granted by the City.

Renewal of a special use permit is not a matter of right. The same discretion shall attach to a
decision to renew a special use permit as existed in the original decision to grant or deny that
permit; provided that in consideration the decision to grant or deny renewal, any factor which

would be relevant to consideration of revocation shall also be relevant to consideration of
renewal.

Code Sec. 15-297. Site design standards.

(@

Lot design.
(1) Intent. The intent of the lot design standards is to:

a.  Reinforce the existing scale and patterns of neighborhoods, including appropriate
transitions to adjacent neighborhoods.

b.  Promote the character of the neighborhood through the design and relationship of
lots to streetscapes.

c.  Preserve and strengthen the generous tree canopy throughout neighborhoods.

d.  Minimize the impacts of development on prevailing grades and associated runoff
through landscape design.

(2) Greenspace requirement. The following greenspace requirements provide environmental
and aesthetic benefits through landscape design.

b.  Lots greater than ten thousand square feet (10,000 sq. ft.) but less than thirty
thousand square feet (30,000 sq. ft.):

1. The first ten thousand square feet (10,000 sq. ft.):

i.  Atleast sixty percent (60%) of the lot shall be permeable and
uncovered surface; and

ii. At least sixty percent (60%) of the lot in front of the front building
line shall be permeable and uncovered surface.

2. Remaining square footage less than thirty thousand square feet (30,000 sq. ft.):

At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the lot shall be permeable and uncovered
surface.

Example: 11,600 square foot lot
10,000 square feet x 60% = 6,000 square feet
1,600 square feet x 75% = 1,200 square feet
6,000 + 1,200 = 7,200 square feet of greenspace required

g Remaining surfaces. All of the remaining minimum permeable and uncovered
surfaces on residential lots shall be planted with vegetation.

(d) Exceptions. Through the site plan process, the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to

the site design standards in this Section 15-297, based upon the following criteria:
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(1) The exception will equally or better serve the intent statements for the particular standards
being altered;

(2)  The exception meets any specific exception criteria identified in the standards, but shall
not be granted to allow something that is specifically prohibited in the zoning regulations,

(3) Any lot design exception is consistent with sound planning, urban design and engineering
practices when considering the site and its context within the neighborhood;

(4)  Any building design exception is consistent with the common characteristics of the
architectural style applied to the overall design of the building; and

(5) The requested exception coordinates quality design of the building and site—primarily
considering the integrity of the architectural style, the energy performance of the site and
building orientation, and the relationship of the internal function of the building to the site,
streetscape and adjacent property.

Required Greenspace = 12,299.57 sq. ft. (66.8%)
Existing Greenspace today = 9,611.45 sq. ft. (52.24%)
Proposed Greenspace = 11140.22 sq. ft. (60.55%)

Applicant requests an exception to the greenspace requirement.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is opposed to the SUP and the greenspace exception. The Planning Commission
recommendation for the SUP will go before the Governing Body on July 13, 2026. Should the
Planning Commission approve the requested greenspace exception and recommend approval of
the SUP, staff recommend the following conditions:

1. Complete a permit application, and pay all required permit fees and penalty.

2. Project must comply with all City ordinances and the 2012 International Residential
Code and other incorporated technical codes.

3. Approval is void if a building permit fee is not paid within 30 days of Governing Body
approval.



June 2, 2026

Planning Commission
City of Fairway

5505 Buena Vista
Fairway, Kansas 66205

Re: 5815 Cherokee Drive
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

Pursuant to our commitment to the Planning Commission at its April meeting, attached
please find the materials which we would like staff to review and for the Planning Commission to
consider at its upcoming meeting on June 29th:

1. The original Site Plan included with our Application.
2. A copy of our April 27, 2026 PowerPoint Presentation.

3. A copy of the Proposed Areas exhibit dated April 27, 2026 included within
our PowerPoint Presentation which reflects a 2-foot setback from the property line.

4. A copy of the Proposed Areas exhibits dated May 21, 2026 presented to the
Planning Commission which shows a 5-foot setback of the Sports Court from the property
line.

5. Our further updated and revised Site Plan dated May 29, 2026, which shows
the Sports Court is being set back 11 feet from the property line.

6. An updated Landscaping Plan, which shows that the Arborvitaes will extend
to the west of the Sports Court, to the east building line of our house. (Note the Sports
Court will actually be rotated 180°.)

7. A letter dated May 20, 2026 from Phelps Engineering, Inc. setting forth: a)
the multiple engineering reasons why the Sports Court cannot be relocated to the south
property line; and b) that the location of the Sports Court to the north is the appropriate
location to minimize downstream drainage impacts (this letter includes contours which
reflect that the property slopes severely from north to south).

8. Additional Greenspace Proposed Chart reflecting the modifications set out
in the Site Plan dated May 29, 2026. We calculate that our Greenspace is 60.7% and our
impervious area is 60.7%.

9. Cut sheet and product information on Power Game Plus which will be
installed on the Sports Court.

35927\075665 \4929-9205-0606v.1



Ms. Abbie Aldridge
June 2, 2026
Page 2

SUMMARY OF CHANGES

In summary, the following changes are being proposed:

1. The existing Sports Court will be demolished and a new smaller Sports
Court installed 11 feet south of the north property line.

2. The Sports Court will be built with Power Game Plus material.

3. The Arborvitaes are being extended to the west of the Sports Court to match

up with the east building line of our home (approximately 10 additional feet).

The changes outlined above are above and beyond those detailed to the Planning
Commission at the April 27th hearing.

We look forward to presenting our significantly revised and enhanced Site Plan to the
Planning Commission and, ultimately, the full City Council.

Yours very truly,

Lance Larson

35927 \075665 \4929-9205-0606v.1



EXISTING CONDITIONS SURVEY
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

DESCRIPTION:
LOT 6, BLOCK 24, REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3, A SUBDIVISION IN THE CITY OF FAIRWAY, JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS.

TILE_NOIE:
NO TITLE INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED AND NO RESEARCH WAS PERFORMED BY PEH, INC,
THIS PROPERTY LIES WITHIN ZONE X, DEFINED AS AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% <
ANNUAL CHANCE FLODDPLAIN, AS SHOWN ON THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP PREPARED BY N\ 0,
THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY FOR THE CITY OF FAIRWAY, COMMUNITY NO.
205185, JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS, MAP NO. 20081000256, AND DATED AUGUST 3, 2009, \ &
GENCHMARK: VERTICAL DATUM = NAVDBS BASED ON -
GPS OBSERVATION USING SMARTNET GPS RETWORK e
e
1. SET "+ CUT N BACK OF CURB AT THE 5 -
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N A

SCALE: 17=30° !
30
™™
LEGEND © 2025 Phelps Enginesring, inc.
1 = FOUND CURB CUT BEARING BASIS: KANSAS STATE PLANE
® = FOUND 1/2° REBAR W/ PHELPS CAP 1983 NORTH ZONE 1501
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
BMF € = BENCHMARK
ACU AR CONDITIONING UNIT EXISTING CONDITIONS:
B = ARBA = $0.4224 ACRES / +18,309 SQ.FT.
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- R/W AREAS MEASURED TO STREET CENTERLINE) |, SCOTT . CONFER, HEREBY CERTIFY THAT t OR SOMEONE UNDER MY
LsB o = LAWN SPRINKLER BOX RESPONSIBLE CHARGE HAS MADE A SURVEY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
RD 0 = ROOF DRAN TRACT OF LAND AND THE RESULTS OF SAID SURVEY ARE CORRECTLY
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\\\‘““““"“"m”””"‘ll, _»
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ENGINEERING Olathe, Kansas 66061 DATE: 11/3/2025 FAIRWAY, KS 66205 OF AUTHORIZATION
- ATION (973) 3931155
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5815 Cherokee Street

ay City Plan Commission
April 27, 2026













Chronology

evious owner builds sports court — date unknown — No permits
quested

* Family member was professional NBA player

* Sports court had lights for nighttime use
ptember 9, 2025: Larson family places home under contract
ptember 11, 2025: City issues Notice of Violations to previous owne

‘tober 27, 2025: Larson family closes on house



Why We Love this House




Sports Court Was Major Reason to Buy




EXISTING AREAS EXHIBIT
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

DRTNG
LOT= 18,9048 SOFT

322478 SOFT mm
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LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

AREAS EXHIBIT

roposed Greenspace

.33%)

. (60

f

1,100.83 s.
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New Buffering Landscape & Greenspace

Emerald --------
Green Arborvitae
(15)

5
1

Variegated Liriope - - -3
(50)
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Larson Project Larson, Lance v
5815 Cherokee Dr.
Fairway, KS 66206

BEERMAN
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INFILTRATION TRENCH EXHIBIT
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE
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Proposed Site Modifications

sports Court Lights removed [Done]
‘ncrease setback from north property line to at least 5 feet
Reduce Sports Court width by 2 feet on west

Add “Power Game” sound absorbing surface to top of Sports Court
oncrete

ncrease greenspace to 60.33%
* Remove decorative stone
* Add emerald green arborvitae along north fence line
* Add 50 variegated liriope on North property

mprove Stormwater Control

* Installing an additional 16x18x4 infiltration trench

* Runoff from both our property and neighbor’s property
No NBA stars in our family — Just kids



REQUEST

Approval of a Special Use Permit
to allow Sports Court to remain
with exception to the greenspace

requirement as shown on the Plans
dated April 27, 2026.



THANK YOU



PROPOSED AREAS EXHIBIT
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

PROPOSED CONDITI
LOT AREA =18,399.48 SQFT
REMOVE 268.34 SQFT OF DINING PATIO
REMOVE 165.57 SQFT OF SIDE STOOP
REMOVE 150.90 SQFT OF SPORT COURT
REMOVE 904.57 SQFT OF DECORATIVE ROCK

2,639.97 SQFT CONCRETE REMAINING

INCL. 4,658.68 SQFT HOUSE (W/WIN WELLS)
7,298.65 IMNPERVIOUS AREA =39.67%
11,100.83 "GREEN" SPACE =60.33%
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RET- WAL /£ 150.90 SQFT COURT

OM PROPERTY LINE
OM WEST EDGE

338

1217.02 SQOFT
T |
courT |
S
REMOVE 268.3¢
SOFT DINNING PATIO
34.55 SQFT_ |8
AcU PADT R

REMOVE 165.57_~ Ll
SQFT CONCRETE

HOUSE=4,580.89 SOFT
INCL. WIRDOW WELLS
(77.79)=4,658,68

1,527.65 SQFT
DRIVE AND SW
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PROPOSED AREAS EXHIBIT

LOT 6, BLOCK 24

REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3

5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

ADDITIONAL REMOVAL CALCULATIONS: [

BEGINNING WITH 2638.97 SQFT CONC. REMAINING 4\

2,639.97-44.36=2,595.61+4,658.68=7,254.29 SQFT (39.43%)

2,505.61~43.54=2,552.07+4,658.68=7,210.75 SQFT (39.19%)

PROPOSED CONDITI
LOT AREA =18,399.48 SQFT
REMOVE 268.34 SQFT OF DINING PATIO
REMOVE 165.57 SQFT OF SIDE STOOP

REMOVE 150.90 SQFT OF SPORT COURT
\_ REMOVE 904.57 SQFT OF DECORATIVE ROCK

2,639.97 SQFT CONCRETE REMAINING

INCL. 4,658.68 SQFT HOUSE (W/WIN WELLS)

7,298.65 IMPERVIOUS AREA =39.67%
11,100.83 "GREEN" SPACE =60.33%

6 S
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5
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SQFT DINNING PA'ﬂO\

O

HOLSE=4,580.89 SOFT :
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IMPLEMENTATION Fax (913) 393-1166 BY: DWJ w&%&%‘”




SITE PLAN
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE

SPORTS COURT TO
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=7,259.26 SQFT (39.45%)
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Basketball Court
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ENGINEERING
IMPLEMENTA

May 20, 2026

Ms. Abbie Aldridge
City of Fairway
5505 Buena Vista
Fairway, KS 66205

Re: 5815 Cherokee Drive
PEI #260418

Dear Ms. Aldridge:

Phelps Engineering Inc. was consulted to analyze the location of the existing basketball court
constructed in the rear yard of the above-referenced property located at 5815 Cherokee Drive.
The purpose of this narrative is to document the existing drainage conditions onsite and
provide engineering justification for the placement of the basketball court on the high side of

the lot.

Lot Drainage Analysis History

The current residence located at 5815 Cherokee Drive was constructed as part of a tear-down
and rebuild project completed between 2014 and 2016. Phelps Engineering Inc. prepared the
original drainage study in August 2014, which included the design and installation of a
20'x20’x4’ infiltration trench located within the southern portion of the rear yard. The
infiltration trench was designed to satisfy the City of Fairway storm drainage requirements
associated with redevelopment of the property.

In 2025, a basketball court was constructed in the north portion of the rear yard as an accessory
improvement to the residence. Due to the increase in impervious surface area associated with
the basketball court, Phelps Engineering Inc. completed an updated drainage study in
November 2025 to evaluate the resulting stormwater runoff impacts. The updated study
included the design of an additional 16'x16'x4’ infiltration trench located within the southern
portion of the rear yard to mitigate the additional runoff generated by the improvement.

Based on the completed drainage analysis and installation of the required stormwater
mitigation measures, the property at 5815 Cherokee Drive is currently in compliance with the
City of Fairway storm drainage criteria for redevelopment sites.

PHELPS ENGINEERING, INC.
1270 11 Asnchasier = Olathe, Kansas 66061 = (913) 393-1155 = Fax (913) 393-1166 = www.phelpsengine com



5815 Cherokee Drive
May 20, 2026
Page 2 of 2

Basketball Court Location

The basketball court was constructed adjacent to the north property line within the rear yard of
the subject property. Existing site drainage across the rear yard generally flows from north to
south toward the downstream property located at 5823 Cherokee Drive.

Placement of the basketball court along the north side of the property, which represents the
high side of the lot, is the most appropriate location from a drainage and stormwater
management standpoint. Locating the court at the upper portion of the drainage area allows
stormwater runoff generated from the impervious surface to flow through existing rear yard
drainage swales and pervious lawn areas prior to reaching downstream properties. This
configuration promotes attenuation and filtration of runoff and minimizes concentrated
discharge impacts onto the adjacent downstream property at 5823 Cherokee Drive.

Conversely, placement of the basketball court on the south side of the property, which is the
low side of the lot, would place impervious surface area directly above the infiltration trench
system. This would restrict any maintenance of the infiltration trenches. In addition,
maintaining pervious ground cover above and around the existing infiltration trenches is
beneficial for inspection, maintenance accessibility, and continued infiltration performance. The
current configuration preserves the integrity and accessibility of the stormwater mitigation
system while minimizing disturbance to the existing drainage patterns established for the site.

Conclusion

Based on the existing site topography, drainage patterns, and stormwater mitigation
infrastructure onsite, it is the opinion of Phelps Engineering Inc. that the basketball court is
appropriately located on the high side (north side) of the lot. The current location minimizes
downstream drainage impacts to the adjacent property at 5823 Cherokee Drive and preserves
the pervious surface area above the existing infiltration trench systems for ongoing
maintenance and functionality.

Accordingly, it is recommended that the existing basketball court remain in its current location.

Please feel free to contact our office at (913) 393-1155 with any questions or if additional
information is required.

Sincerely,

[
DN:CouS, ™

it
o st gy
Dov o020 o

Aaron Norris, P.E.



ADDITIONAL GREENSPACE PROPOSED

Sports Court Reduction:

Previously: 25 x 50 1,217.02

Proposed: 23 x 45+ 2’ x 2’ Post Pad 1,039.00 |
Reduction Total (17%) 178.02
Remove:

Dining Pad 268.34

North Side Concrete 165.57

Retaining Wall 11.65
Total 445.56
Replace Gravel with Greenspace

South 207.19

North 584.25

Drive 113.13
Total 904.57
Total Additional Greenspace 1,528.15
Initial Calculation 9,611.45
New Total (60.54% = 39.46% Impervious) 11,139.60

35927 \075665 \4899-8717-6357v.3
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PICKLEBALL
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PICKLEBALL
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Engineered for Safety and Performance in Pickieball

Proven
Engineered to optimize authentic picklebali play from a company with over
45 years of experience building game courts.

Performance

Specially engineered to maximize performance while optimizing safety for
pickleball players of all ages. The UV stabilizers and patented formula keeps
your outdaor court looking and playing at peak performance for the life of
the court.

Ball Response
Developed to optimize ball bounce and response for pickleball, with the
added benefits of injury protection, maximizing play.

Safe

Lateral Forgiveness™ technology absorbs shock, lessening impact and risk
of injuries, and SportGame PB's textured surface and tile formutation
provide the balance between wet and dry traction and low skin abrasion
keeping athletes safe.

Trusted

Sport Court is the Official Modular Tile Surface Partner of USA Pickleball.
Players of all skill levels can experience the playablity and benefits of the
SportGame PB products at the grand slam tour events.

Sport Court® i d to be the official court il
port Court® is proud to be the official cour \ | COURT

of the most demanding athletes in the world.

World's Largest Courtbuilder’




Rely on the World's Largest & Most Experienced Gourtbuilder™ Network

» Sports surfaces are not typical everyday purchases,
s0 trusting your Courtbuilder™ is important

¢ Rely on over 45 years of experience in construction,
service and maintenance of sports surfaces

» 0Ongoing service and support is provided by local
Courtbuilders wha live and work in your community

e SportGame PB surface

provides lowest skin abrasion . i
compared to traditional Size 8.842"x 8.842" x 1/2 ]
hard court surfaces like acrylic
and concrete
Weight
The UV stabilizers and elg A5 1bs. E
patented formula keeps =
your outdoor court playable, Shock
even at surface Absorption 13% IZ[
temperatures up to 165°F EN 14808
Patented Lateral o
Forgiveness™ to reduce Skin Abrasion '3y |
your joint strain and fatigue ASTM F1015
Lateral
Forgiveness™ +0.075"1-0 %
Friction 102 BPN (Dry)
EN 14877 81 BPN (Wet) ¥
IR
:;Im:;;und 100% ball bounce |Z[
“It is exciting how much pickleball has grawn in recent Quality IS0 9001 150 14001 |Zl
vears and we want everyone to play the game that we
fove so much. Sport Gourt's new and innovative = —
pickieball-specific surface is better than any other
madular surface we've tried. The traction and ball Recycling 100% recyclable |
bounce result in a very fun game. We are excited
to see Sport Gourt pickleball courts popping up
around the country, providing families and Country USA made |Z[
individuals more ppportunities to play.”
- Pickleball Pros Matt Wright & Lucy Kavalova T
Warranty 15-year limited IZI

Available Golors

BRIGHT BLUE

BRIGHT RED BLACK

BURGLUNDY

[ ] SPORT
WHICOURT

PURPLE EVERGREEN

DARK BLUE

TITANIUM

TEARAGOTTA

TENNIS BLUE

SPORTCOURT.COM . Gerflor

Item# 83100 March 2023
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Martin Mini
5811 Cherokee Drive
Fairway, Kansas

To the City of Fairway Planning Commission:

I am writing to reiterate my opposition to the sports court located at 5815 Cherokee
Drive. My name is Martin Mini and you’ll recall my attorney Tom Porto presented our
position at the April 27 meeting. I’ve lived at 5811 Cherokee Drive directly north of the
court for 30 years. The current unapproved concrete pad is 2 feet from our shared
boundary.

Over the past 8 months of this process, I’ve attended many meetings, provided extensive
testimony, met with law enforcement officials, retained legal counsel, submitted hundreds
of evidentiary files, filed nuisance violations in municipal court, researched noise and
sound suppression, consulted with neighbors, met with psychologists and psychiatrists,
coordinated consistently with City staff, and endured considerable expense as I worked to
engage numerous discussions aimed at finding a resolution.

From the beginning, I have complied in every way. My neighbor has not.

Despite those efforts, the process has become emotionally and financially burdensome,
and I am now submitting this letter to again clearly state my position for the record.

At the conclusion of the April Planning Commission meeting, the applicant was directed
to work in good faith toward a mutually acceptable resolution and return with a workable
proposal. In response, we suggested several alternatives intended to reduce the impact
while still allowing the court to remain in some form. However, those proposals were not
accepted, and no shared solution was reached.

A revised plan was received by us June 4, although affected neighbors were not consulted
in advance on its design, content or focus. In fact, we believe plans were presented to
staff and/or Planning Commission in May, unbeknownst to us, before any awareness or
input whatsoever from affected neighbors was sought, heard or included.

This is not what the Commissioners directed to happen. Despite this exclusion, we have
attempted to continue clarifying any changes and finding common ground for
compromise. We did this by then meeting with the homeowner on-site June 12, and
walking the property in an effort to negotiate directly, but few changes were proposed.



We hoped to verify the landscape plan and tree height required to provide buffer against
damage. There also was acknowledgement by applicant that nothing had been prepared
with regard to a professional noise and sound containment plan. Subsequently, we
researched and provided to the applicant findings on key elements for sound suppression
and noise cancellation systems quieting courts and outdoor play, offering many new and
effective means for decibel control. We also highlighted for them the best national
products and local service providers for acoustical control, mitigation and remediation.

It is important for the Commission to understand that my first and most significant
concession has already been made: that I am willing to consider allowing a sports court
on the property at all. I am willing to compromise despite years of enduring a severe
nuisance resulting from the existing hardcourt surface, particularly its design, location,
and proximity to adjacent homes. This concession is especially significant given that the
court was installed in 2024 without City approval and remains unauthorized today.

This case is not about whether someone has the right to play basketball. It is about
whether one homeowner’s recreational use should come at the expense of another
homeowner’s right to the peaceful enjoyment of their property. That right should not be
compromised by a facility placed unnecessarily close to a property line.

It’s also worth noting that I made numerous attempts to discuss this with my neighbors
and resolve the issue privately. All my attempts were ignored. But since we formally
brought this issue before the City and actively contested it, we have had meaningful
discussions and productive results. The backyard sports court is no longer being actively
used. The basketball goal has been moved to the front driveway, and we ask that it remain
there instead of near neighbors’ backyards. Since that change, conditions have improved
noticeably, and I have been able to use and enjoy my backyard again in peace and
comfort and without the same level of disruption.

I mention this not because I object to basketball activity itself, but because it
demonstrates that location really matters. The issue has never been the activity alone—it
has been the placement of the court in such close proximity to neighboring properties, its
poor design devoid of sound dampening materials and buffering measures, and the
resulting impacts on those nearby neighbors.

Given the size of the lot and the configuration of the site, I originally requested relocation
of the court to the far south side of the property adjacent to neighbors who indicated they
would welcome it. I was informed that this location was considered infeasible by the
owner’s engineering consultants. While I understand that constraint, it does not resolve
the impact on my property. The responsibility for accommodating an unpermitted
installation should not shift to neighboring homeowners.



The property spans 131 feet in width. Within that context, the court was initially installed
approximately just 24 inches from the property line without permits or required
approvals. The owner later proposed moving it to 5 feet, and ultimately 11 feet. While
these adjustments represent movement, they do not meaningfully reduce noise impacts or
address the underlying issue of proximity.

In good-faith negotiation, I proposed a 50-foot middle setback from my property line. We
are standing by this proposal because we believe it represents the most practical and
reasonable compromise that allows the court to remain, while reducing the impact to a
level that is not as disruptive to adjacent residential use.

We also believe that any approval of a revised plan should include clear, enforceable
requirements for sound mitigation measures, including acoustical surfacing materials,
directional orientation of the court and backboard, and a tall greenspace buffer of
appropriate trees and landscaping (to be specified in the applicant’s revised site plan).

At present, we have not yet been provided with a noise mitigation plan. The Power Game
product does not accomplish this, it is rather designed to create more active play. Nor is
there an acceptable landscaping buffer plan to adequately reflect much-needed measures.
Accordingly, we request that the Commission deny the application. And in the future if
there is a new application, we ask that the Commission require submission of a detailed,
enforceable plan outlining exactly how these conditions will be implemented and
maintained, and how compliance will be verified over time.

It is also important to clarify the context of this property:

1. The current owner was the original builder of the home in 2014 and is familiar
with Fairway’s permitting and development requirements.

2. In addition, the property was purchased with full awareness that the sports court
had been cited by the City for an ongoing code violation and had been installed
without the required approvals. This was a known condition at the time of
acquisition, not an unforeseen post-purchase issue.

3. The existing, unpermitted condition of the site should not create any presumption
of approval or leniency. A prior failure to obtain approval does not improve the
quality or compliance of the underlying design. In our view, a site plan that does
not meet standards at the outset remains noncompliant in substance, regardless of
subsequent modifications. The Commission’s role is to evaluate whether the
current proposal meets code and appropriately balances neighboring impacts —not
to validate or retrofit an installation that was completed outside of the required
process.



In summary, our position is as follows:
We have agreed to allow a court on the property.

We proposed relocating the court to the south side of the property, favored by all four
contiguous neighbors, which was not accepted.

We proposed a midway 50-foot setback, which we continue to believe is a fair and
sensible solution given the 131-foot width of the lot. It was not accepted.

By contrast, the proposals received have ranged from 2 feet to 5 feet, and then 11 feet
from the property line. In our view, these minimal distances do not meaningfully address
the intrusions on neighboring property.

For these reasons, we remain opposed to approval of the court in its current proposed
location and respectfully request that the Commission deny the application and require its
removal.

Respectfully,

Martin Mini



MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
OF THE CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS

The Planning Commission of the City of Fairway, Kansas (the "Commission") conducted a meeting

on Monday, April 27, 2026. The meeting was called to order at 6:00 P.M.

Present: Commissioners Michael Tamburini, Jeremy Deeken, Michael Hoelscher, Rorric
Pfalzgraf, Doug Dalgleish.

Absent: Chair Wendy Bailey.

Presiding: Vice Chair Ben Zwick.

Staff Present: City Clerk Abbie Aldridge; Zoning Counsel Anna Krstulic; Community

Visitors

Development Director Basil Alani.

: Todd Navrat, 5606 Chadwick Road; Greg Rothers, Rothers, Inc., 4224 Rainbow
Boulevard, Kansas City, Kansas; Kevin Klassen, 5540 Maple Street; Dick
Robinson, Hightech Signs, 2338 Merriam Lane, Kansas City, Kansas; Doug
Shaffer, McHenry Shaffer Architects, 11 East Gregory Boulevard, Suite 100,
Kansas City, Missouri; Michael Seserko, GSI, LLC, 4267 Arbor Lane,
Doylestown, Pennsylvania; Sarah Morris, 6237 Glenfield Drive; John Schutt,
8604 Sagamore Road, Leawood, Kansas; Aaron March, Rouse, Frets Law Firm,
801 W. 47" Street, Suite 500, Kansas City, Missouri; Lance Larson, 5815
Cherokee Drive; Lauren Larson, 5815 Cherokee Drive; Cameron Fiser, Beerman
Lawn Service, 965 Ann Avenue, Kansas City, Kansas; Tom Porto, Popham Law
Firm, 712 Broadway, Kansas City, Missouri; Dan Georgie, 5823 Cherokee Drive;
Mackenzie Hoambrecker, 6208 Reinhardt; Donna Ziegenhorn, 5816 Cherokee
Drive; Guy Pickard, 5740 Windsor Drive; Eric Rome, 6100 Reinhardt Drive; Tim
Hakes, 3904 Shawnee Mission Parkway; Earvin Ray, 16401 West Loch Lloyd
Parkway, Belton, Missouri; Richard Sloss, 6646 Wenonga Terrace, Mission Hills,
Kansas.

PUBLIC HEARING — SITE PLAN REVIEW — 5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE, FOR SPECIAL USE

PERMIT FOR A SPORTS COURT AND AN ECEPTION REQUEST TO THE GREENSPACE

REQUIREMENT AS SUBMITTED BY D. LANCE LARSON, PROPERTY OWNER.

Vice Chair Zwick asked for the staff report.

Director Alani stated that the home on the property was built in 2014 with 67.37% greenspace.
In September 2025, the City received a complaint regarding the sport court on the property. At
that time, staff determined that a sport court was installed without a Special Use Permit (SUP).
Staff also identified additional hardscapes that have been installed on the property without
required permits and approvals. With the addition of the sport court and other hardscape areas,
the greenspace is currently 9,611.45 square feet (52.24%).

In September 2025 staff notified the previous owner, Mark Brandmeyer of the Code violations
and provided the opportunity to apply for the SUP and greenspace exception. Mr. Brandmeyer
did not meet the application deadline and a citation for work without a permit was issued. This
citation has been resolved through the Municipal Court.
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The new owner, Lance Larson, was aware of the pending violations at the time he purchased
the property in October 2025. On November 21, 2025, staff issued formal notice to Mr. Larson
outlining available options to resolve the violations: (1) removal of the sport court and all
unapproved hardscape in the backyard, or (2) submission of an application for SUP and
greenspace exception. The applicant has submitted an application for the SUP and greenspace
exception.

The property is 18,399.48 square feet with a minimum required greenspace of 12,299.57
(66.8%). The current greenspace is 9,611.45 (52.24%). The applicant proposed to remove
areas of hardscape to increase the greenspace to 10,045.36 (54.59%). A landscaping plan has
been submitted that includes trees to buffer between the sport court and adjacent property. Per
the watershed analysis, a second basin will be installed to increase the infiltration trench
collecting roof drainage.

The applicant’s statement letter in the packet regarding impervious and pervious percentages
does not match the provided site plan. The proposed site plan does not reduce the size of the
sport court. The numbers presented in this staff report are documented on the site plan.

The City received opposition to the SUP from Martin Mini, owner at 5811 Cherokee Drive.
Mr. Mini asserts that despite the installation of a 10-foot-tall fence, there are continued issues
with noise, lighting, and hockey pucks entering his property. Mr. Mini has signed disturbing
the peace and outdoor lighting complaints against Mr. Larson and those citations are pending
in Fairway Municipal Court.

Notice of the Public Hearing was published on April 7, 2026 and required written notices were
mailed on March 24, 2026.

Staff is opposed to the SUP and the greenspace exception. The Planning Commission
recommendation for the SUP will go before the Governing Body on May 11, 2026. Should
the Planning Commission approve the requested greenspace exception and recommend
approval of the SUP, staff recommends the following conditions:

1. Complete a permit application, and pay all required permit fees and penalty.
Project must comply with all City Ordinances, the 2012 International Building Code
and other incorporated technical codes.

3. Approval is void if a building permit fee is not paid within 30 days of Governing
Body approval.

City Clerk Aldridge stated that she received several letters in opposition and several letters in
support. All letters have been provided to Commissioners.

Commissioner Deeken clarified that he has received four letters in opposition and three letters
in support of the application.
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Vice Chair Zwick asked if there were questions for staff.

There is a discussion concerning the process and whether approval of the SUP would also
require a separate approval for the greenspace exception. Director Alani stated that the
Commission could grant the greenspace exception and could then recommend approval of the
SUP to the Governing Body.

Zoning Counsel Krstulic explained that if the Commission recommended approval for the SUP
for a sports court but not the current sports court because it doesn’t meet the greenspace
requirements, it would be best to deny the application and request a revised plan. The
Commission could also deny the request or offer the applicant a continuance. If the applicant
wants a decision tonight, the Commission could proceed with an approval or a denial.

Vice Chair Zwick opened the Public Hearing on this item.

Aaron March, Rouse Frets Law Firm, 801 W. 47" Street, Suite 500, Kansas City, Missouri,
stated that he represents the property owners. He introduced Dave Jones with Phelps
Engineering and landscape designer, Cameron Fiser of Beerman Lawn Service.

Mr. March explained that this afternoon they submitted a revised site plan that increases the
greenspace and reduces the size of the sports court. He referred to a PowerPoint presentation
that was handed to Commissioners prior to the meeting. As background, he stated that when
the Larsons bought the home, they also bought a problem. The neighbor to the north is not
happy, which is understandable. They do not know everything that occurred between the
previous owner and the neighbor to the north. They have also not communicated the revised
site plan with the neighbor and had hoped to get a continuance to discuss some alternatives.

Mr. March stated that the previous owner built a sports court without a permit or approval from
the City. The Larsons did not find out that the sports court was unpermitted until they were
under contract to purchase the home. A fence and trees have been added to try to mitigate the
impact of the sports court.

Lance Larson, 5815 Cherokee Drive, stated their previous home had mold issues, requiring
them to leave the home because of serious medical issues that affected their children. They
lived in a VRBO for approximately 3 months and then found a temporary home where they
lived for 9 months. When the home at 5815 Cherokee came on the market, they acted
aggressively and were under contract quickly. They knew they would have an ongoing
challenge because of their children’s medical issues and would have to homeschool them.
They were looking for a home that would allow for an outdoor classroom environment and a
place where their children could safely play.

Two days after they signed the contract (with a non-refundable deposit), they were notified
that the sports court was not permitted. They moved forward with the sale. They did not know
at that time that the neighbor, Mr. Mini, was unhappy with the sport court. They also did not



PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 27,2026 MEETING MINUTES

know that there was an NBA basketball player previously playing on the sport court. The
Larson’s children who are now playing on the sport court are 5 and 14 years old.

They want to raise their children and put an end to their pain and suffering. They also want to
be good neighbors and work with Mr. Mini and the staff and request that the revised site plan
be approved.

Lauren Larson, 5815 Cherokee Drive, stated that they are excited about the opportunity after
everything they have gone through and are still going through to be in the neighborhood with
all of their friends and community members. The sports court is an added bonus to their day.
Their children play on the sports court all the time and they do their best to be respectful and
not be loud. The children enjoy doing their physical therapy there and they also do a lot of
their schoolwork on the sports court. They would like to try to work things out and still be able
to utilize the backyard because it is a great space for their family.

Mr. March explained that the previous owner’s son-in-law was using the sport court to keep
his basketball skills up for his full-time job. There were enormous lights installed and music
was playing at all hours. They did not learn the extent of the problems until they received the
staff report that included the letter from Mr. Mini’s attorney. They would like to mitigate the
impact on the neighbor and also provide an environment that is healthy and safe for
homeschooling of the children.

He discussed the revisions they plan to make to the property. The current greenspace is about
9,600 square feet or 52%. They plan to saw off the northern portion of the sports court so there
will be a 5-foot setback from the fence. This will allow them to install 8- or 9-foot-tall trees
that will grow to 15 feet tall and act as a buffer. He discussed areas where the gravel, stone
and concrete will be removed and replaced with grass. These changes will increase the
greenspace to 11,000 square feet or 60%.

Cameron Fiser, Beerman Lawn Service, 965 Ann Avenue, Kansas City, Kansas, stated that he
is the landscape designer on the project. He discussed the installation of 8-to-9-foot green
arborvitae along the north fence to help screen for privacy and act as a noise reducer. They
can dampen noise anywhere from 10 to 15 decibels, which is drastic. The mature height will
be 15 feet. Although the plan is not finalized, turf areas will help with volume of water on the
property. They also propose installing an infiltration trench that will take care of runoff from
the sports court as well as storm water. He believes the landscaping plan will mitigate the noise
and visibility issues and will also mitigate drainage issues that persist currently.

Mr. March stated that the professional grade lighting that allowed the previous individual to
practice all hours of the day was removed in March. Other site plan modifications include
increasing the setback from the property line to at least 5 feet and reduction of the sport court
by 2 feet on the west side. And, while it is not shown on the revised plan, they would agree to
install a power game sound absorbing surface on top of the sport court. These surfaces are
used across the country to be not only easier on people’s joints because of the soft material,
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but the material also absorbs sound. The sports court will be used by the Larson’s children and
their friends and it will not be lit.

He asked the Commission to balance the unique circumstances of the Larson family, not only
their children’s needs, but also how they ended up owning the problem, and their desire and
goal to mitigate, as much as possible, the impact on the neighbors. He asked the Commission
to approve the SUP, the revised site plan, and the exception to greenspace.

Vice Chair Zwick asked if there were questions for the applicant.

Responding to Commissioner Dalgleish’s question, Mr. March stated that he has not discussed
the revised plan with staff. Director Alani noted that after a quick review of the revised site
plan, he does not believe the greenspace percentages noted are correct.

Mr. March added that the revised plans have not been discussed with the neighbor. They had
asked for a continuance to discuss alternative plans; however, Mr. Mini’s attorney had a
number of conditions for agreeing to the continuance that they could not accept. They had
hoped to share the revised plans with the neighbors to work things out but that did not occur.

Commissioner Dalgleish understands that the Larsons were in a difficult situation because they
had signed a contract to purchase the house (with a non-refundable deposit) and then before
closing they learned there was the sport court problem. He asked if there was any negotiation
or revising of the contract with the sellers after the sport court issue was discovered.

Mr. March responded that one of the reasons the applicant is just now appearing before the
Commission when they knew about the issue in November is that the seller had indicated they
would fix the problem and would take care of the process with the City. That has not happened.

Commissioner Dalgleish asked for confirmation that as far as the terms of the contract with the
seller, there was no contingency agreement modification even though the seller and all parties
recognized the problem.

Mr. March responded that he was not involved in the contract negotiations; however, the
applicant is trying to figure out a way to resolve the situation.

Vice Chair Zwick asked for additional public comment.

Tom Porto, Popham Law Firm, 712 Broadway, Kansas City, Missouri, stated that he represents
Mr. Mini who opposes the SUP and exception to greenspace. He asked that the Commission
consider the letters in opposition the Commission received from Mr. Mini, Ms. Ziegenhorn,
and Mr. Pickard, as well as the opposition of City staff, and deny the application.

Mr. Porto explained that the efforts of Mr. Mini to not be in front of the Commission have been
great. They submitted a large packet of materials because this means so much to Mr. Mini and
it has affected him adversely. The site plan shown on the overhead shows how gigantic the
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professional grade basketball court is. At the time it was built, it was intended to be used as a
professional grade basketball court to be practiced on by a professional basketball player.

The timeline in the packet shows that the problem began in October 2024. The property was
bought by the Larsons and the Larsons received the same violation letter that the Brandmeyers
received in November 2025 telling them that they needed to go before the Commission to apply
for and get the SUP. In good faith, Mr. Mini waited to see if the Larsons would apply for the
SUP in December, but they did not. In January, Mr. Mini was beside himself and did not know
what to do because the sports court was now no longer being used for professional basketball
player, but was now being used for every sport under the sun — lacrosse, hockey, etc. and balls
frequently came over the fence and trees.

Mr. Mini spent $25,000 on a fence and conifer trees to mitigate the sound and the things flying
over the fence. Mr. Porto showed a clear plastic bag of balls and hockey pucks that Mr. Mini
has collected. When they hear a proposal for new trees to minimize the noise and balls coming
over, it doesn’t mean much to them because nothing has contained the problem thus far.

Mr. Porto played an audio recording of the noise that could be heard from inside Mr. Mini’s
home. He added that when the games were being played depicted in the audio recording, it
was nighttime and the lights were shining from the sport court.

While Mr. Porto understands the applicant’s situation with respect to homeschooling children
and how hard that can be, it also creates more of a problem for the sports court because instead
of children using the sports court in the evenings and on weekends because they are in school,
children ages 5 to 14 are using the sports court at all times during the day and into the night.
And, they are not just playing basketball, but are also playing hockey. Mr. Porto played an
audio recording from inside of his home depicting the hockey pucks hitting the fence. He noted
this occurs virtually any hour of the day.

In addition to the $25,000 spent on fencing and trees, Mr. Mini has also sought professional
help from a psychologist because of the constant noise and how he feels like he is a prisoner
in his own home. It is kind of like the pickleball courts all over the country that people are
objecting to because of the constant intrusion of noise.

It is frustrating that this has been going on for the last six months and now the applicant has
submitted a revised site plan minutes before the meeting. Mr. Porto referred to the letter that
Mr. Mini sent to the Larsons in January of this year expressing how he would like to get
together to talk about the situation because it is causing him real damage. He delivered the
letter in January and followed it up with a text message confirming that the letter had been
dropped off and that he wanted to discuss the situation. The Larsons never responded in
January, February or March and only when they showed their intent to come before the
Commission today did the Larsons contact Mr. Porto yesterday asking for a continuance. Mr.
Porto agreed to the continuance, if the Larsons would agree to move the court a minimum of
25 feet, go through the normal SUP process, and agree to do so in a timely fashion within 30
days. And if it was not done within 30 days, Mr. Porto requested that the sports court be
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removed and relocated in the middle of their gigantic yard rather than butting up to Mr. Mini’s
property line. The Larsons would not agree to those conditions.

Mr. Porto stated there are three contiguous neighbors who are being affected daily by violation
of the City Code and they have submitted letters in opposition to the application. He asked
that the Commission consider those letters.

He pointed out that at the last minute the applicant also submitted three letters in support of the
application; however, one of those letters comes from a property owner completely on the other
side of the yard that is not affected at all by the sport court and the other two letters come from
people who are not even neighbors.

Mr. Porto noted that today’s new idea that there will be a 5-foot setback is interesting because
that is not allowed in the Fairway City Code as the Code does not have minimum setbacks for
NBA grade basketball courts or sport courts. The Code does have minimum setbacks for
generators and has minimum decibels allowed for home generators. The minimum setback for
home generators from the neighbor’s property is 12 feet.

The number one property principal taught in law school is caveat emptor (buyer beware). The
Larsons were aware of the issue when they bought the property. The solution is for them to
take it up with the seller, have the sports court removed, and then come back before the
Commission and apply for a SUP with input from the affected neighbors. If that process had
been followed by the previous homeowner, no one would be here. In this situation, the sport
court was installed first, the property was purchased with knowledge of the sport court issue,
and then permission is being sought later. The sport court is not acceptable to the neighbors
and should be removed. It is a dangerous precedent for Fairway to allow someone to build a
sports court and then apply for the SUP after it is built without taking into consideration
opposition from the neighbors.

Mr. Porto asked that the Commission deny the application for the SUP and also deny the
greenspace exception.

Dan Georgie, 5823 Cherokee Drive, stated that he is the Larson’s neighbor to the south. He
stated Mr. Mini is a wonderful neighbor and so are the Larsons. He thinks the sport court is a
fine addition and he knows there are noises. He thinks it is a reasonable and appropriate
amenity for a single-family home. When properly maintained and brought into compliance,
which the Larsons are proposing with the changes they are making, he does not think the sport
court will negatively impact surrounding properties. The sport court will support active family
use and contribute to the livability of the neighborhood. As a direct neighbor, he has no issue
with the sports court.

Mackenzie Hoambrecker, 6208 Reinhardt, stated that he has known the Larsons for a while
and he thinks they are good and thoughtful neighbors. They have inherited a problem and it is
clear they are working to remedy the issue. He thinks this application is similar to other
applications that have received an exception to the greenspace requirement. And, other sports
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courts have been installed without a permit and have recently been approved. The major
difference is that the Larsons did not actually install the sports court themselves. While he
does not live right next door to the Larsons, he is in favor of allowing them to keep the sports
court.

Donna Ziegenhorn, 5816 Cherokee Drive, stated that she lives across from both the Larsons
and Mr. Mini. She thinks that the merits of Mr. Mini’s opposition stand on their own and this
is a clear case that the process needs to start all over again. The precedential nature of the
situation must be seriously considered. She loves the family orientation of Fairway and loves
the diversity in age in particular. She wants Fairway to be a vital neighborhood with great
interaction and kids having the opportunity to play and enjoy their yard. However, she would
be concerned about the noise and light pollution if one of her neighbors put in a sports court
and there was the same level of disruption going on all the time as with the Larson’s sports
court. She thinks the sports court should be removed and the entire SUP process started again,
taking into account input from the neighbors.

Guy Pickard, 5740 Windsor Drive, stated that he has been a resident of Fairway for a long
time. In Reinhardt, everyone pays an incredible amount of taxes, and for those taxes,
homeowners expect accountability. He does not understand how this situation got to the point
where it is today. He is empathetic to both parties. He does not think it is right that the
Brandmeyers were allowed to build the sport court and now the burden is on the Larsons.

Eric Rome, 6100 Reinhardt Drive, stated that he has known the Larsons for 4 or 5 years and
they are wonderful respectful people. He thinks one of the charming parts about the
neighborhood is that children can play with other kids in the area, which is good. Kids are
going to play at other kid’s homes whether the sports court is there or not and there is going to
be noise. He thinks the sensible solution, especially because this is not a problem of the
Larson’s creation, is to allow them to modify the sports court and not have to go through the
expense of removal. He is a proponent of finding a reasonable solution to the problem keeping
in mind that there is going to be noise from children playing regardless of whether there is a
physical structure there or not.

Tim Hakes, 3904 Shawnee Mission Parkway, stated that he has known the Larsons for 7 or 8
years and stated that they get along with everybody. He was impressed with the presentation
of the modifications being proposed but he also sees the City’s side as well. He thinks there
should be a way to modify the sport court because there are going to be kids running around in
the backyard anyway and they will be making noise. In addition, the Commission has made
exceptions for sports courts in the past when people have installed them without a permit.

Earvin Ray, 16401 West Loch Lloyd Parkway, Belton, Missouri, stated that he represented the
Larsons in the purchase of the property. While it seems that everyone is saying that the Larsons
are coming with stuff at the last minute, he assured everyone that from day one, the
Brandmeyers have indicated that the situation was going to be handled. It did not get handled.
So, in return, the Larsons are scrambling. It is not that the Larsons do not care about Mr. Mini
because they have been mentioning him from the start. The Larsons want to be good neighbors
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and get the situation behind them. He thinks there should be a give and take. He also has the
proposed material on the sport court at his home and he would strongly encourage anyone to
come and listen to a ball bounce of the court versus a ball that is bounced on concrete because
it is significantly different.

Richard Sloss, 6646 Wenonga Terrace, Mission Hills, Kansas, stated that Mr. Mini is his father
and this situation has had a mental toll on his father. He would love to be able to bring his
children over to his dad’s home and talk about something other than the sports court. Mr. Sloss
grew up in the house and his dad has always been a great neighbor.

Vice Chair Zwick asked for additional public comment. Hearing none, he closed the public
hearing on this item.

Vice Chair Zwick suggested, based on the amount of information received today, that the
Commission recess into Deliberative Session for 10 minutes to discuss the application for a
Special Use Permit and exception to greenspace.

MOTION: Motion was made by Vice Chair Zwick to recess into Deliberative Session
for a period of 10 minutes to discuss the pending application for Special Use Permit
and exception to greenspace, with the meeting to reconvene at 7:56 P.M.
Commissioner Pfalzgraf seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.
The Commission recessed at 7:46 P.M.
The Commission reconvened at 7:56 P.M.
Vice Chair Zwick asked for discussion from the Commission.
Commissioner Tamburini stated that he does not believe that the Commission can approve the
application because of the substantial amount of new information provided this evening. He
would rather review a fully amended site plan. He suggested that the matter be continued to

allow time for an amended application.

Commissioner Deeken agreed that a continuance should be granted, although he would like to
also see a mechanism where the sport court cannot be used until it is actually approved.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf agreed, stating that he does not think that the Commission can approve
the current plan in the modified presentation. He added that the revised plans have not been
corroborated by staff and he does not believe the Commission can consider them without staff’s
review.

Commissioner Hoelscher agreed that the matter should be continued.
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Commissioner Dalgleish agreed that the Commission cannot approve what is before it. It is
concerning to have a radical change in what is being proposed to come up the day of the
hearing. He also thinks a short continuance could be advantageous to give the Larsons and the
neighbors an opportunity to talk with each other and work out the situation. Staff also knows
the rules and specifics so whatever is being proposed should be looked at and vetted by staff.

Vice Chair Zwick noted that it is unfortunate that the Larsons acquired the property with the
situation and he also fully understands the noise and other concerns. He hopes that both parties
can bring forth a proposal that is workable.

Vice Chair Zwick asked for a motion to continue this item.

Mr. Porto stated that this situation has been going on for quite some time and he asked that the
matter be placed on the next possible hearing date. He also requested that the repeated daily
use of the sports court be limited until the parties can come back before the Commission.

Commissioner Deeken asked what Mr. Porto means when requesting that the sports court have
limited use until it is approved.

Mr. Porto responded that currently the sport court has an unapproved SUP, but the applicant
essentially uses it daily for whatever activities they want. He is not sure that the Commission
can order the applicant not to continue the daily use, but suggest to them that if they want to
work with the neighbors to find a solution, maybe they can stop using the sports court until the
situation is resolved.

Commissioner Deeken asked Zoning Counsel Krstulic whether it could be implied that if it is
an unapproved use that the sport court cannot be used.

Zoning Counsel Krstulic agreed that it could be implied that because it is an unapproved use
that the Commission could require that the sport court not be used. She pointed out however
that the enforcement aspect could be difficult.

Mr. Marsh stated that for the benefit of the neighbor and the Commission, the Larsons would
agree not to play hockey on the sport court because he thinks that is the biggest cause of angst.

Mr. Porto responded that the angst is the continued use of the sport court and it is not just
hockey — it is whatever is going on at the court during the daytime and into the evening hours.
Everyone loves children, but at a certain point, when your children’s activities begin to hurt
your neighbor’s ability to enjoy their own home, then the children’s activities need to be
reigned in.

Mr. Larson stated that children reside at the address, will likely play in the backyard and they
will have their friends over. They can agree not to play hockey or they can agree to put the
basketballs away, but the kids are still going to be playing in the backyard until the day they
move.
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There is a discussion concerning continuing the application to the May meeting. Director Alani
stated that the deadline for submittals for the May meeting has passed. The May meeting is
one week early because of Memorial Day, so staff would need the application within the next
week.

Commissioner Hoelscher stated that if the Commission were to make a motion to continue the
matter, it would want to see the revised plans at the May meeting. Otherwise, the Commission
will need to deny the application.

Vice Chair Zwick noted that if the Commission denies the application, it could be resubmitted
at a future date.

Responding to Commissioner Pfalzgraf’s question, Zoning Counsel Krstulic agreed that if the
application is denied, the Commission could recommend a timeline for removal of the structure
that would then be considered by the Council.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf outlined the potential options for the applicant. He understands it is
the Commission’s opinion that the matter be continued to the next meeting, at which the
Commission would make a decision on the final plan. That plan could be denied or it could be
accepted. The alternative is that the Commission could deny the application and then it goes
to the City Council, who could override that denial. If the denial is upheld, a new application
will need to be submitted and the existing structure would need to be removed.

Mr. Porto stated that what is currently before the Commission should be denied. When the
application was filed, the applicant was given until Friday to submit the plans. The plans came
5 minutes before 5:00 P.M. on Monday. Thus, what has been submitted should be denied by
the Commission and the City Council and the applicant should have to come back with a
revised plan. He understands the Commissioners want to work with the applicant, but this
situation has been going on long enough.

Mr. Marsh stated that they are prepared to submit revised plans within one week so that
hopefully staff will be able to review those plans in advance of the May 18, 2026 Planning
Commission meeting.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf stated that if the applicant submits a revised plan, he would
recommend that the applicant work with staff and ideally get the neighbors to agree because
he does not think the Commission will continue the matter again. He added that he does not
want to give the impression that the plan submitted today will be approved.

Commissioner Dalgleish pointed out that one rationale of the continuance, although it may not
be palatable to the neighbors, is that it gives the applicant the opportunity to talk with the
neighbors on a plan that might resolve the situation. Otherwise, there will be all types of
procedural gymnastics that will make everyone unhappy.
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Mr. March agreed that it is important for the principals to get together and talk and they will
also get with staff for their input as well.

Commissioner Pfalzgraf’s asked if the motion to continue was approved with the requirement
that revised plans be submitted within one week from today, and that deadline is not met,
whether that would be considered a default denial.

Zoning Counsel Krstulic responded that if the applicant misses the deadline, it would not be
considered a default denial. The application would be on the agenda for the May meeting and
if no plans were submitted by one week from today (May 4, 2026), the Commission could then
vote to deny the SUP and the exception to greenspace. The Commission could then also make
a motion that the structure be removed by a certain date; although she pointed out that the
Commission could not make any motions today that would bind the decisions the Commission
would make at the next meeting.

Zoning Counsel Krstulic stated that the motion itself would be to continue the matter to the
May 18, 2026 meeting with revised plans to be submitted by May 4, 2026.

Vice Chair Zwick asked for a motion.

MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Tamburini to continue the Site Plan
Review — 5815 Cherokee Drive, for Special Use Permit for a Sports Court and an
Exception Request to the Greenspace Requirement as Submitted by D. Lance Larson,
Property Owner, to the May 18, 2026 meeting with a requirement that the amended site
plan be submitted by May 4, 2026.

Mr. Porto apologized and asked if the application could be continued to the June meeting
because he will be out of the country and will not be able to attend the May 18, 2026 meeting.

Zoning Counsel Krstulic stated that the Commission could continue the matter to the June
meeting, which is scheduled for June 29, 2026.

Director Alani stated that deadline to submit the revised plans for the June meeting would be
May 29, 2026.

REVISED MOTION: Motion was made by Commissioner Tamburini to continue the
Site Plan Review — 5815 Cherokee Drive, for Special Use Permit for a Sports Court and
an Exception Request to the Greenspace Requirement as Submitted by D. Lance Larson,
Property Owner, to the June 29, 2026 meeting with a requirement that the amended site
plan be submitted by May 29, 2026. Commissioner Pfalzgraf seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.
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STAFF REPORT
Planning Commission
April 27, 2026

TO: Chair Wendy Bailey
Planning Commission Members
Anna Krstulic, Zoning Counsel

FROM: Basil Alani, Community Development Director
Abbie Aldridge, City Clerk

APPLICANT: D. Lance Larson, Property Owner

PROPERTY: 5815 Cherokee Dr, REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3 LT 6 BLK 24
FAC 1218

ZONING: R-1 Single-Family Residential District

PROJECT: Site Plan Review & Special Use Permit — Sport Court, Greenspace
Exception.

BACKGROUND:

The home on the Property was built in 2014 with 67.37% greenspace.

In September 2025, the City received a complaint regarding the sport court at the Property. At
that time, City staff determined a sport court was installed on the Property without a Special
Use Permit (SUP). Staff also identified additional hardscapes that have been installed on the
Property without required permits and approvals. With the addition of the sport court and
other hardscape areas, the greenspace is currently 9,611.45 sq. ft. (52.24%).

In September 2025, City staff notified the prior owner, Mr. Mark Brandmeyer, of the code
violations and provided the opportunity to apply for SUP and greenspace exception. Mr.
Brandmeyer did not meet the application deadline, and a citation for “work without a permit”
subsequently issued. This citation has been resolved through Fairway Municipal Court.

The new owner, Mr. Lance Larson, was aware of the pending violations at the time of purchase
in October 2025. On November 21, 2025, City staff issued formal notice to Mr. Larson outlining
available options to resolve the violations: (1) removal of the sport court and all unapproved
hardscape in the backyard, or (2) submission of an application for SUP and greenspace
exception. Mr. Larson has submitted the present application for SUP and greenspace exception.

The Property is 18,399.48 sq. ft. with a minimum required greenspace of 12,299.57 sq. ft.
(66.8%). Currently, the greenspace is 9,611.45 sq. ft. (52.24%). Applicant requests a greenspace
exception and proposes to remove areas of hardscape to increase the greenspace to 10,045.36 sq.
ft (54.59 %). Applicant submitted a landscaping plan that includes trees to buffer between the
sport court and adjacent property. Per the watershed analysis, a second basin will be installed to
increase the infiltration trench collecting the roof drainage.

The applicant’s statement letter regarding impervious and pervious percentages does not match
the provided site plan. The proposed site plan does not reduce the size of the sport court. The
numbers presented in this staff report are documented on the site plan.

The City received notice from Martin Mini, owner of 5811 Cherokee Drive, in opposition to the
sport court SUP. Mr. Mini asserts that despite the installation of a 10-foot-tall fence, there are
continued issues with noise, lighting, and hockey pucks entering his property. Mr. Mini has
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signed “disturbing the peace” and “outdoor lighting” complaints against Mr. Larson and the
citation is pending in the Fairway Municipal Court.

APPLICABLE CODE PROVISIONS:

Code Sec. 15-235. — Site plan review.

(a) Applicants. The following development activities shall require a site plan review subject to
the procedures and criteria contained in the zoning regulations. No building permit shall
be issued until the required review and approval of a site plan has occurred.

Development Activity Preliminary | Final

In the R-1 district, any construction activity that: No Yes
* Any application, regardless of the size or impact of the project, that
requests an exception to the Dimension Standards in Section 15-296 or
the Site Design Standards in Section 15-297.

Any request for rezoning or a Special Use Permit Yes Yes

Project requires SUP and greenspace exception.

Code Sec. 15-234. — Rezoning.

(2) Planning Commission review. A proposed rezoning shall be submitted to the Planning
Commission for recommendation.

a.

Hearing. The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing regarding the
proposed rezoning, and shall cause an accurate written summary to be made of the
proceedings. At any public hearing held to consider a proposed rezoming, an
opportunity shall be granted to interested parties to be heard.

Published notice. Notice of the hearing shall be published in the same manner as that
required for recommendations on the original zoning regulations and shall describe
the proposed changes in the restrictions or in the boundary or classification of any
zone or district. Since the proposed rezoning affects specific property, the property
shall be designated by legal description or a general description sufficient to identify
the property under consideration. If the legal description is not published, the notice
shall include a statement that a complete legal description is available for public
inspection at Fairway City Hall located at 5240 Belinder Rd, Fairway, Kansas.

Notice was published in The Legal Record on April 7, 2026.

C.

Written notice. Written notice of the proposed rezoning shall be mailed at least twenty
(20) days before the hearing to all owners of record of real property located within the
area to be altered and to all owners of record of real property located within at least
two hundred feet (200') of the area proposed to be altered. An applicant shall
immediately deliver an affidavit to the City evidencing that such notice has been made.
When the notice has been properly addressed and deposited in the mail, failure of a
party to receive such notice shall not invalidate any subsequent action taken by the
Planning Commission or the Governing Body.

The required written notices were mailed on March 24, 2026.
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f Review and recommendation. A majority of the members of the Planning Commission
present and voting at the hearing shall be required to recommend approval or denial
of the rezoning to the Governing Body. If the Planning Commission fails to make a
recommendation on a rezoning request, the Planning Commission shall be deemed to
have made a recommendation of disapproval.

Code Sec. 15-298. — Special conditions for uses.

In addition to the general standards in this part, the applicable supplemental provisions in Division 3,
and any applicable special use conditions and procedures in Division 4, the following uses shall be
subject to these special conditions in the R-1 district.

(4) Sport courts. Sport courts accessory to residential uses shall only be allowed subject to a
special use permit issued according to the standards and procedures of Article 1V, Division
4.

Code Sec. 15-683. — Special use permit procedure.

(a) A special use permit application shall be accompanied by any applicable fee and made on any
forms provided by the City. The requirements for the application and the procedure for the
review of the same shall follow those specified for a rezoning (see Section 15-234); provided that
the application shall also include:

(1) A statement of the reasons why the special use permit is being requested, including how the
request conforms with the City's comprehensive plan and the purposes, intent, and
standards of this chapter, and

(2) A statement of the nature and character of the current zoning district, and immediate
vicinity of the project, and justification on how the requested use will conform to that
character.

Statement for the request attached.

Code Sec. 15-684. — Standards of review.
The following factors shall be considered in the review of a special use permit request:

(1) The compatibility and impact of the use and site design with use, enjoyment, property values
or character of neighboring properties, including, but not limited to:

a.  Any similarity or dissimilarity in scale, bulk, lot coverage, or street frontage;

b.  Any architectural designs minimizing the impact of the proposed use;

c.  Any site design techniques minimizing the impact of any required parking or other
necessity;
Any generation of traffic and the ability to mitigate the impact of the same; and

e. Any external impact detectable from adjacent properties, including noise, dust, dirt,
heat, smoke, odor, vibration, electrical inference, glare, light or radio or television
transmission interference compared with those of other existing uses in the vicinity;

(2) The consistency of the use and site design with purpose and standards of the zoning district;

(3) The conformance of the use and site design with the comprehensive plan,

(4) The conformance of the use and site design with any specified conditions for the particular
use;
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(5) Recommendations of professional staff; and

(6) Any other specific factor that is relevant to the proposed use and its impact to the
community.

The City received a letter of opposition to the sport court.

Code Sec. 15-685. — Conditions.

(a) In granting a special use permit, the Governing Body may impose any conditions on the special
use it deems appropriate to meet the requirements of approval. Such conditions must serve a
legitimate zoning purpose and.:

(1) Be clearly expressed with sufficient clarify to give notice of the limitations on the use;
(2) Relate directly to the proposed use; and

(3) Address a legitimate zoning purpose that bears a relationship to the public health, safety,
and welfare.

Further the Governing Body may require periodic review to ensure the permittee continues to
meet all permit conditions.

(b) Unless otherwise set forth in the express provisions of the special use permit, each special use
permit shall be deemed to have a duration of ten (10) years, after which such special use shall
terminate if no new special use permit is applied for and granted by the City.

(c¢) Renewal of a special use permit is not a matter of right. The same discretion shall attach to a
decision to renew a special use permit as existed in the original decision to grant or deny that
permit; provided that in consideration the decision to grant or deny renewal, any factor which
would be relevant to consideration of revocation shall also be relevant to consideration of
renewal.

Code Sec. 15-297. Site design standards.
(a) Lot design.
(1) Intent. The intent of the lot design standards is to:

a.  Reinforce the existing scale and patterns of neighborhoods, including appropriate
transitions to adjacent neighborhoods.

b.  Promote the character of the neighborhood through the design and relationship of
lots to streetscapes.

¢.  Preserve and strengthen the generous tree canopy throughout neighborhoods.

d.  Minimize the impacts of development on prevailing grades and associated runoff
through landscape design.

(2)  Greenspace requirement. The following greenspace requirements provide environmental
and aesthetic benefits through landscape design.

b.  Lots greater than ten thousand square feet (10,000 sq. ft.) but less than thirty
thousand square feet (30,000 sq. ft.):

1. The first ten thousand square feet (10,000 sq. ft.):

i.  Atleast sixty percent (60%) of the lot shall be permeable and
uncovered surface; and
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ii. At least sixty percent (60%) of the lot in front of the front building
line shall be permeable and uncovered surface.

2. Remaining square footage less than thirty thousand square feet (30,000 sq. ft.):
At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the lot shall be permeable and uncovered
surface.

Example: 11,600 square foot lot
10,000 square feet x 60% = 6,000 square feet
1,600 square feet x 75% = 1,200 square feet
6,000 + 1,200 = 7,200 square feet of greenspace required

g Remaining surfaces. All of the remaining minimum permeable and uncovered
surfaces on residential lots shall be planted with vegetation.

(d) Exceptions. Through the site plan process, the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to
the site design standards in this Section 15-297, based upon the following criteria:

)

)

()

4

)

The exception will equally or better serve the intent statements for the particular standards
being altered;

The exception meets any specific exception criteria identified in the standards, but shall
not be granted to allow something that is specifically prohibited in the zoning regulations,

Any lot design exception is consistent with sound planning, urban design and engineering
practices when considering the site and its context within the neighborhood;

Any building design exception is consistent with the common characteristics of the
architectural style applied to the overall design of the building; and

The requested exception coordinates quality design of the building and site—primarily
considering the integrity of the architectural style, the energy performance of the site and
building orientation, and the relationship of the internal function of the building to the site,
streetscape and adjacent property.

Required Greenspace = 12,299.57 sq. ft. (66.8%)
Existing Greenspace today = 9,611.45 sq. ft. (52.24%)
Proposed Greenspace = 10,045.36 sq. ft. (54.59%)

Applicant requests an exception to the greenspace requirement.

STAFF

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff is

opposed to the SUP and the greenspace exception. The Planning Commission

recommendation for the SUP will go before the Governing Body on May 11, 2026. Should the
Planning Commission approve the requested greenspace exception and recommend approval of
the SUP, staff recommend the following conditions:

1.
2.

Complete a permit application, and pay all required permit fees and penalty.

Project must comply with all City ordinances and the 2012 International Residential
Code and other incorporated technical codes.

Approval is void if a building permit fee is not paid within 30 days of Governing Body
approval.
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April 21, 2026

Planning Commission
City of Fairway, KS
5505 Buena Vista
Fairway, KS 66205

RE: Statements Supporting Special Use Permit / Sports Court
5815 Cherokee Drive, Fairway, KS 66205

Dear Ms. Aldridge:

My family is seeking approval of a Special Use Permit to allow for the existing sport court,
built by the previous owner, to remain and approval of exceptions to the City of Fairway’s (“City”)
greenspace requirements.

The sports court was built by the previous owner apparently many years ago for the benefit
of a family member who was a professional NBA basketball player. Outdoor lights were installed
and the basketball court was apparently used at all hours of the day and night, often accompanied
by loud music. We had no knowledge of any of these activities and their apparent impact on our
neighbors.

After more than one year of desperate searching for a new home that could provide a
healthy indoor environment for our children, as well as for our intended homeschooling classroom
activities, we were lucky to find the house at 5815 Cherokee Drive. We placed the home under
contract on September 9, 2025 and closed on October 27, 2025. The previous owner received the
notice of violation related to the sports court and the percentage of impervious area after we had
placed the home under contract, September 11, 2025. Having already spent more than one year
searching for the “perfect” home, we believed we had no alternative but to proceed to close and
pursue the proper process for obtaining the approvals necessary to allow the sports court to remain
and obtain an exception to the greenspace requirement.

We purchased this home because our children need to be homeschooled due to medical
conditions. My wife and our tutor use the outdoor space during school hours for physical education
activities, as well as for an outdoor classroom environment when weather conditions permit. Our
front driveway is not conducive to physical education activities or outdoor classroom activities as
it is too steep for a play area. Obviously, the last thing we want is for sports equipment or our
children to run out into Cherokee Drive. Once we saw this house, we knew we had a logical place
for our children’s recreational and educational activities.

We have already modified the sports court by removing the strong night lights, which
apparently allowed for late night use of the sports court. We have no intention of using the sports
court for intensive sports activities other than during daylight hours.



In addition to making the modifications to the lighting and voluntarily limiting our hours
of loud outdoor use, we are willing to remove some of the impervious areas so that our percentage
of impervious area is increased from 57% to 59%.

Our neighbor to the north has installed what we believe is a 10 foot tall fence which fully
screens all of our children’s activities on the sports court. We are exploring the possibility of
installing some type of conifer to provide additional buffering. Additionally, we are proposing to
install an additional 16x16x4 infiltration trench to collect not only the runoff being generated by
the pervious area on our property, but also runoff that currently is coming from our neighbor’s
property to the north. We believe the infiltration trench will not only improve the impacts being
created by our neighbor, but also by the runoft generated by the sports court.

As mentioned above, we also propose removing 433.91 s.f. of concrete from the outdoor
dining area and the North side sidewalk and infill this area with sod and/or conifer trees. This
reduction of pervious area will result in bringing our impervious area down from 43% to 40.5%.

With these modifications, we believe that the factors for reviewing a Special Use Permit
are advanced including:

1. The compatibility and impact of the use and site design with use, enjoyment,
property values or character of the neighboring properties;

2. The consistency of the use and site design with purpose and standards of the zoning
district; and

3. The conformance of the use and site design with the Comprehensive Plan and
moreover, a condition which we did not create will have been improved by the
elimination of the intense night lights and by an increase to the pervious area.

Very truly yours,

Lance and Lauren Larson
Applicant and Owner of
5815 Cherokee Drive, Fairway, Kansas



EXISTING CONDITIONS SURVEY
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
REINHARDT ESTATES UNIT NO. 3
5815 CHEROKEE DRIVE
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EXISTING AREAS EXHIBIT
LOT 6, BLOCK 24
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BEERMAN

Beerman Lawn Seiee, LLC
765 Pawnee Ave.

Kansas City, KS 66105
4/21/2026

To Whom It May Concern,

We are writing on behalf of our client regarding the recently installed sport court and the
surrounding landscape improvements at their property.

The sport court is bordered by landscaped planting beds that are finished with decorative

landscape rock. While we understand there has been concern about this being classified as a
SKDUG VXUIDFH =~ ZH ZRXOG OLNH WR FOU.Deddrafivtk DW WKHVH D
landscape rock, when installed over appropriate base materials, remains a permeable surface that
allows for water infiltration and does not function in the same manner as traditional hardscape

such as concrete or asphalt.

,Q UHVSRQVH WR FRQFHUQV UDLVHG ZH KDYH DOVR GHYHOR:
landscaping with an emphasis on increasing green space and environmental benefit. This

includes the installation of a row of Emerald Green Arborvitae alongadfth perimeter of the

residence. These evergreen plantings will serve as agaad visual screen and provide a

meaningful sound buffer, helping to reduce noise transfer and limit visibility of the sport court to

the adjacent property.

Additionally, we will be installing approximately 50 variegated liriope within the surrounding
landscape beds. This added plant material will significantly increase the amount of living green
space on the property. Beyond aesthetics, these plantingdatnto improved environmental
function by aiding in water filtration, stabilizing soil, and helping absorb potential surface
impurities.

Collectively, these enhancements are intended to address the concerns that have been raised
while improving both the functionality and environmental performance of the landscape. The
added plantings will soften the overall appearance of the area, proveaémisng and noise
mitigation, and reinforce the permeability and ecological benefits of the existing landscape
design.

We believe these measures represent a thoughtful and responsible approach to the situation and
GHPRQVWUDWH RXU FOLHQWYV ZLOOLQJQHVV WR EH SURDFW

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or would like additional details.
Cameron Fiser

(913-777-6827
cfiser@eermatawnservice.com
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