Meeting of the
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
January 3, 2017 | 7:00 p.m.
Miami County Administration Building

AGENDA
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

III. INTRODUCTION OF NEW MEMBER(S)
IV. OATH’S OF OFFICE
V.

ROLL CALL

VI. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
VII. ELECTION OF OFFICERS
VIII.

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Minutes: Approval of the December 6, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes.
B. Adoption of the 2017-2018 Planning Commission Calendar

IX. REGULAR AGENDA
A. Old Business – None

a. Annual Review of the Comprehensive Plan
B. New Business

a. 16006-CUP: Camp Miola (Weiner)
Consideration of a request for a conditional use permit for a wedding and
event venue in accordance with Section 5-2.02.28 of the Miami County,
Kansas Zoning Regulations. The subject property of approximately 6
acres is located on the west side of US 169 Highway, at the northeast
corner of 299th St, and Miola Rd, in the Northwest Quarter of Section 11,
Township 17S, Range 23E, Paola Township. Submitted by Kenneth
Weiner and Pamela Fleischer, property owners of record.
X.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY STAFF/COMMISSIONERS

XI. GENERAL DISCUSSION
For more information contact the Miami County Planning Dept.
(913) 294-9553 | 201 S. Pearl, Suite 201 | Paola, KS 66071
www.miamicountyks.org

XII. ADJOURNMENT

Hearing Procedure
1. Chairman announces agenda item.
2. Members describe what, if any, communication they have had with applicant or interested
party regarding the case; indicating the nature of the communication and whom it was with.
3. Members describe what, if any, conflicts of interest they may have and recuse themselves
from the hearing room for the duration of the hearing.
4. Staff presents the application with staff’s recommendations on the request.
5. Chairman opens the public hearing.
6. Applicant or agent of the applicant makes brief presentation of the case or request.
7. Members ask for any needed clarification of the applicant or agent.
8. Chairman solicits comments from the audience.
9. Members ask for any further clarification from the public, applicant or staff.
10. Chairman closes the public hearing.
11. Members deliberate on the request and take action if able to do so. Members should present
findings to substantiate the action taken.
12. Staff announces when the request will be heard by the BOCC.
13. 14-day Protest Period begins after the Public Hearing is closed.*
* Protest Petitions: Any protest petition must be filed in the Office of the County Clerk within
14 days from the conclusion of the public hearing held by the Planning Commission.
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MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
2017 Annual Planning Commission Elections
DATE:

January 3, 2017 – Planning Commission Meeting

TO:

Miami County Planning Commission

FROM:

Teresa Reeves, Planning Director

Per the By-Laws of the Planning Commission, Election of Officers shall be held annually
at the regular meeting in the month of January. Elections shall be by secret ballot when
more than one candidate has been nominated. An affirmative vote of a majority of the
voting members shall be required for election. If no candidate receives a clear majority
vote on the first ballot, voting shall continue until one candidate receives a clear majority
vote.


The Chairman shall be limited to two (2) consecutive terms.
 Kimberly DeYoung has now served one term as Chairman and is eligible for a
second term.



Vice-Chairman and Executive Secretary, may succeed themselves indefinitely.
 Tina Walker is now serving as Vice-Chairman.
 The County Planning Director or his / her designee shall serve as the Executive
Secretary.



Election of one member for appointment recommendation to the Board of Zoning
Appeals shall be held annually. Appointment shall be made by the Board of County
Commissioners. The appointee may succeed himself/herself indefinitely.
 Mike Martin is currently seated on the Board of Zoning Appeals.
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MINUTES OF THE
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
December 6, 2016
MIAMI COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
COMMISSION CHAMBERS
201 SOUTH PEARL STREET
PAOLA, KANSAS 66071
ATTENDANCE:
CHAIR:

Kimberly DeYoung

VICE-CHAIR:

(Absent)

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEMBERS:

Phil Elliott, John McLean, Larry Smith, and David Wilson

ABSENT MEMBERS:

Tina Walker, Randy Kitchen, Mike Martin, and John Menefee

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS:

None present

PLANNING DIRECTOR:

Teresa Reeves

COUNTY COUNSELOR:

(Absent)

PC SECRETARY:

Thorr Miller

COUNTY COMMISSION:

(Absent)

PRESS:

Brian McCauley
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MINUTES
December 6, 2016
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
CALL TO ORDER
Chair DeYoung called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL
Five members were present for roll call, which constituted a quorum. (Planning commissioners
Walker, Kitchen, Martin, and Menefee were not in attendance.)
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
David Wilson moved to adopt the agenda. John McLean seconded. The motion carried
unanimously (5-0).
CONSENT AGENDA
Minutes: Approval of the November 1, 2016 Planning Commission Minutes (Correction on Page
7, Second Paragraph: strike “the” from “Elliott asked Reeves what the she would recommend”).
REGULAR AGENDA
Old Business:
Public Hearing: Annual Review of the Miami County Comprehensive Plan
Reeves stated that she did not have much to add from previous discussion of the old business item.
Reeves did have some questions, but unfortunately J.R. McMahon (Director, Road & Bridge) was
not able to attend due to another engagement. Reeves did invite Lesley Rigney (District Manager,
Miami County Conservation District; Coordinator, Hillsdale Watershed) to speak to the Planning
Commission about the Conservation District and to provide suggestions in strengthening some of the
language regarding conservation districts in the Comprehensive Plan.
Rigney stated that she had a presentation with maps and pictures, and she invited the Planning
Commissioners to come sit around in front of the projection screen in the public seating area of the
chamber. Rigney informed the commissioners that she was going to make it informal and encouraged
them to stop her at any time to ask questions.
Rigney stated that Reeves had asked her to speak about the Hillsdale Watershed Restoration and
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Protection strategy. The project had been awarded to the Conservation District. Rigney indicated
that she had been working on the project for a long time in other capacities, as well. Rigney indicated
that she had looked through the Comprehensive Plan and noted that there were a lot of provisions in
the plan specifically about the Hillsdale Watershed. According to Rigney, many of those things were
good. What Rigney found interesting, was that much of the Comprehensive Plan was dedicated to
preserving the rural character and conserving the resources of the county, but by looking at the
development taking place, she would not have been able to determine that.
Shifting attention to Hillsdale Lake, Rigney informed the commissioners the reason why the lake was
constructed was for flood control, providing a water source, recreation, and aquatic life. Expounding
on the recreational purpose, Rigney stated that the lake is a “full body-contact recreation” lake, which
requires the water quality standards to meet a higher threshold than if it’s not. According to Rigney,
the primary purpose for the lake was for flood control, however, over the last 30 years, the lake has
become an ecological hotspot.
Rigney then went over concerns about the current state of the lake. The lake is classified as “very
eutrophic,” which is the second highest designation level of eutrophication that a lake can achieve.
In order to comply with the water quality standards, the lake will need to experience an annual 67%
reduction in phosphorous. The data Rigney cited indicated there are 36,000 pounds of phosphorous
entering the lake, each year, while the lake is only able to naturally support 12,000 pounds of
phosphorous in a year. Additionally, the lake will need to experience an annual 57% reduction in
nitrogen.
Elliott asked if the lake discharged that same ratio, or if the excess phosphorous and nitrogen stay in
the water and compound every year. Rigney answered that what attaches to the sediment will stay,
but the unbound phosphorous that isn’t attaching to sediment, discharges and causes further problems
downstream.
Rigney commented that due to the excessive phosphorous levels in the lake, in 2012, there was a
blue-green algae (cyanobacteria) bloom. Rigney stated that the bacteria cannot be removed and the
technology is not available to take it out of the water. The bacteria cannot be boiled out, so a boil
order would not be affective. According to Rigney, the only way to get rid of the bacteria is to wait
for it to be diluted or to wait for it to die off.
In addition to creating an environment susceptible to the “blooming” of blue-green algae, high
phosphorous and nitrogen levels cause rapid growth of other types of algae and aquatic life, which
soak up the oxygen, causing an insufficient amount of oxygen for the fish to survive. Rigney stated
that this has shown to cause massive fish-kills upstream, downstream, and sometimes in the lakes
themselves. Rigney described this as a “death-zone.”
One of the sources, cited by Rigney, as a cause for the increased phosphorous levels in the lake, is
crop-farming. Phosphorous leaves the fields and enters the watershed. Rigney commented that the
primary strategy being used to manage the phosphorous leaving crop land and entering the watershed,
is by encouraging no-till farming. Additionally, grass waterways and cover-crops are practices being
promoted to filter the phosphorous released from the sediment. Rigney asked for everyone in
attendance that knew a farmer in the Hillsdale Watershed, to have them contact her office.
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An even more problematic agricultural practice, according to Rigney, is that of keeping livestock.
Rigney estimated that the biggest culprits are non-traditional livestock farmers, who didn’t grow up
farming or didn’t learn about traditional resource conservation with respect to livestock. These are
typically hobby farmers or ranchers. Her office is proactive in educating these individuals about
conservation practices, moving the livestock out of the stream, moving their feeding lots away from
the stream, and giving the animals alternate watering supplies.
Rigney informed the commissioners that another project her office is working on is youth outreach.
Her office has $400,000 over the next 3 years to implement strategies to conserve and preserve the
watershed, which isn’t a lot. Therefore, Rigney’s opinion was that the best way to protect the water
supply was to partner with the County for the purposes of planning.
Rigney then provided the commissioners with maps and data highlighting the importance of resource
preservation, floodplains, and trees (for mitigating the effect of nutrient runoff and filtering pollution
out of the air). Rigney commented that it was interesting to see that the areas shown to be the most
important for preservation and conservation were also the most developed.
Rigney asked if there were any questions about what had been covered. Smith asked how much of
the phosphorous was estimated to have come off of lawns. Rigney responded that there wasn’t a lot,
due to the fact that all of the biggest lawn fertilizer companies have been taking phosphorous out of
their products.
Next, Rigney stated that she did have a lot of ideas on the language in the Comprehensive Plan for
protecting Hillsdale Lake. The lake is already significantly compromised due to development, but
also compounding the issue is the inter-modal. Wilson said that he was involved in the Hillsdale
conservation project and that it was frustrating, because Johnson County seemed to be apathetic about
the pollutants in the urban area that ran downstream and effected the lake. Wilson asked Rigney if
she could get Johnson County on board with the conservation project, as well.
Rigney answered that one of things that Johnson County’s Park Department has done is buy land
along Bull Creek in order to conserve and protect the watershed. According to Rigney, exponentially
more sediment comes off of a construction site than that which comes off of a farm. As a result,
Johnson County has put forth a lot of regulations to protect against that.
Rigney stated the inter-modal in Edgerton, however, has greatly harmed the watershed. She said the
reason this occurred was that Edgerton was not a regulated storm-entity, unlike Johnson County and
Gardner, and as that city continues to annex more and more land, they aren’t required to do postconstruction, storm water, runoff prevention. Smith asked why Edgerton didn’t have to comply with
those regulations. Rigney responded that Edgerton’s population did not meet the threshold
requirement.
Joel Riggs, a developer invited to speak about another issue, disagreed with Rigney’s analysis with
respect to the inter-modal.
Elliott asked for clarity on a point of confusion he had about the presentation. Elliott prefaced his
comment with stating that the biggest contributors to phosphorous entering the lake were the
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agricultural uses of crop-farming and livestock (Rigney confirmed), and since that is the case, why
was Rigney concerned about the small parcels, preferring them to be larger, which means more
agricultural use. Rigney clarified that as a planning exercise, which is what her analysis was
predicated on, larger parcels are easier to implement wide spread conservation strategies than a higher
number of smaller parcels.
Wilson commented that the Miami County part of the conservation effort seemed to be going well,
but that they needed to get Johnson County on board. Reeves explained that Johnson County was on
the leading front of being proactive about the conservation movement.
Rigney finished by providing analysis on the conservation language in the Comprehensive Plan. She
believed the Comprehensive Plan had some good things to work with, but some tweaks and changes
were needed. She stated that she would be glad to help in constructing language to meet those needs.
With respect to Hillsdale Lake, Rigney suggested that the commissioners should work to simplify the
language.
After returning to the commissioners’ seats, Chair DeYoung asked for comments or discussion before
opening the item for public hearing. DeYoung asked Reeves to talk about the recommendations from
staff for the review. Reeves stated that they had discussed adding K-68, in the Cider Mill and
Somerset areas, as an “Area of Regional Significance,” but did not have time to put a proposal
together. Reeves added that she had invited Rigney to discuss the Hillsdale Watershed and welcomed
any suggestions Rigney had with Comprehensive Plan. Reeves also mentioned that she had invited
Joel Riggs to come and discuss the 5 acre lot proposal.
DeYoung addressed Rigney, and commented that some of her proposals were something that should
be added to the subdivision regulations. Rigney agreed. DeYoung, commenting about development,
said that people want to live near water, which creates an inherent conflict with conservation of large
parcels. As a result, DeYoung questioned whether placing conservation language in the comp plan
would be effective. Reeves clarified the distinction between the zoning regulations, subdivision
regulations, and the comp plan, stating that the comp plan was the overall driver for the zoning and
subdivision regulations. Wilson added that he believes the comp plan should explicitly state the need
to improve the Hillsdale Watershed situation, then develop a specific plan to address the situations in
the zoning and subdivision regulations.
Reeves commented that education outreach should be really important, because most people aren’t
aware of how much harm is being caused to the lake. Reeves then informed the board of the steps
Johnson County has made to addressing conservation challenges, and hopes that Miami County would
be able to implement many of those concepts and plans to protect watersheds.
DeYoung stated that it would probably be best to table the item, in order to continue the discussion
when they have more regulatory text language. Elliott agreed.
DeYoung asked for more comments, and after receiving none, closed the public hearing.
Elliott asked Riggs to discuss the 5 acre lots. DeYoung and Reeves clarified that the agenda separated
the 5 acre text amendment item from the Comprehensive Plan review item. Elliott motioned to table
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the Comprehensive Plan review. Smith seconded. The motion passed unanimously (5-0).
Public Hearing 15002-TA: 5 Acre Lots
DeYoung opened the item for public hearing. Reeves said that she believed the only way that the
commission and staff would know the true impact of allowing unrestricted 5 acre lots on paved
roads would be to do an analysis. Reeves stated that she asked Riggs to come speak to the
commissioners from a developer’s perspective.
Before addressing the item Riggs was there to discuss, he opened up by touching on the previous
agenda item. Riggs indicated that he disagreed with some of the conclusions offered by Rigney,
due to Riggs believing the premises were faulty, because they were based on inaccurate data.
However, Riggs stated that conservation design was something that Miami County needs to
embrace at every level. Riggs commented that agriculture and how it is done is the biggest culprit,
but also stated that development contributes to the problem as well.
Transitioning to the 5 acre development item, Riggs observed that development in Miami County is
in its “infancy stage.” Riggs stated that he believes the growth is going to come from the Northwest
corner of the county, which is why he purchased land there. Riggs commented that he is not a fan
of the proposal, what he referred to as “piano-key lots,” and that it was a practice he helped ban in
Johnson County.
He stated that he was a big advocate of internal roads and infrastructure with respect to
development. However, Riggs said the problem with those things is that they are expensive, and the
reason there isn’t a lot of internal road development in Johnson and Miami County, is due to the
expense. That expense is an extremely high risk for very little reward.
Riggs commented that if the proposal were to pass, it would be unlikely to see much interest in that
type of development (internal road subdivisions) and instead, the type of development that would be
sought after would be from someone who owns a 40 acre tract and wants to carve the front into
smaller parcels to sell to their kids to build homes there, 5 to 20 years later. Riggs predicted the
problem with that idea would be the impact experienced on those arterial roads, with having 5 or
more driveway access points in a quarter-mile stretch, which would require those roads to have
controlled access. Additionally, this will require Miami County to buy or combine access points.
Riggs understood the thinking behind why the County Commissioners wanted to look into
development as a means for increasing growth and revenue. However, Riggs articulated that
residential development does not generate enough revenue to offset the expense experienced in the
providing of services, and that was the bottom line. Most municipalities lose $1.00 to $1.30 per
residence from services provided. Miami County does not have the tax base to support this type of
unplanned development.
DeYoung asked Riggs if allowing for gravel as an option for the interior road would help solve the
risk-reward problem for developers. Riggs stated that the cost is in the grading and the storm
water. The increased cost from paved roads versus gravel is not a barrier. According to Riggs, the
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barrier to residential development is the infrastructure, and then provided some examples from
Johnson County over the last few decades.
Turning back to 5 acre lots, Riggs stated that piano-key lots are an easy introduction to overcoming
the initial cost barrier for development. He informed the commissioners that developers wouldn’t
do it, but farmers with 40 acres would. Still, he much preferred internal roads. He stated that was
something that real estate agents wouldn’t want to hear, neither would farmers wanting to sell their
land, or some opportunistic developers, however, as Riggs stated, those individuals wouldn’t have
to deal with the consequences of that development 15 to 20 years later. Specifically, those
individuals wouldn’t have to deal with 5 access entrances in a quarter mile. Taxpayers will.
Riggs understood the public pressure to allow for this type of development. According to Riggs,
it’s easy, and the initial cost is cheap, but from a long-term planning perspective, it is not the right
thing to do.
Reeves asked Riggs about his opinion on private roads. Riggs replied that he believes there is some
good and some bad associated with them. Riggs suggested that if that is something the
commissioners move forward with, that they should put a provision in the regulations that the
County will take it over in 20 years, because that is what will end up happening. For private roads
to be successful, it requires a strong and fully funded home owner’s association. Given the cost of a
private road, Riggs does not know why a developer would want to build a private road. In Riggs’s
opinion, benefit districts would be a better idea. DeYoung replied that the Road & Bridge
Department was opposed to that, and Riggs responded that he understood why, because in essence,
all a benefit district does is delay the development cost.
Glenn Alpert (15163 W 323rd St) spoke next. He asked Riggs how sewers might fit in to the
northern part of the county. Riggs answered that high density development has to be on sewers.
Riggs also estimated that sewer systems are going to be south of 215th St., as septic systems are
continuing to fail and are also contributing to the phosphorous problem in the watershed. Given the
expense of sewer systems and water treatment facilities, Riggs suggested that Miami County partner
with Johnson County for a sewer system in the northern part of the county.
Riggs commented that septic systems are becoming very expensive, starting at $10,000. Riggs also
estimated that there will be significant growth just south of I-35, in Miami County, which is in the
watershed, and that high density development would need to be sewer as a result. Other than the
Johnson County municipal government, Riggs believed Miami County would need to look to into
partnering with Gardner and Edgerton, and possibly Spring Hill. However, it wasn’t an issue the
County will need to figure out immediately, but it is something that will be a necessity in 20 years.
Leslie Rigney spoke next, as a resident of Miami County, south of Louisburg. She has twenty acres
at Rogers Rd and 295th. Rigney observed, along Metcalf (in her area), the properties were cut up
into 5 acre lots right next to one another. As a result, along her twenty acres, she has had to deal
with the runoff of family septic systems coming down the hill. She has also had to deal with
individuals moving out there and hunting on their 5 acres next to her twenty acres.
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Additionally, in her office, she receives calls more than once a week from residents who need to
replace their septic systems, mostly on small acreage lots. The mound system they are required to
put in is commonly $30,000.00 and due to this, those she’s on the call with are usually in tears
about having to cash out their retirement to put in a new septic system on their lot. Given the
frequency of how often this happens, if the commissioners were to increase the density of small acre
lots, according to Rigney, the County will be dealing with a lot of storm water problems. Already,
her conservation office receives phone calls from those who want to know what they’re supposed to
do, because someone just built a house up the hill from them and all of their new neighbor’s storm
water is being redirected towards them. Rigney noted, there is currently a lawsuit about this issue in
the county off of Lookout Rd, already.
Rigney stated that it seemed like there were a lot of problems that come with small lots out in the
country, when there aren’t sewer facilities and there aren’t the same rules in the country as there are
in town, but you still have people on top of each other.
With no further comments, Chair DeYoung closed the public hearing and opened the item for
discussion. Wilson asked Reeves if there was any indication what the motivation was for the
proposed text amendment being pushed by the BOCC: increasing tax revenue or if they were under
pressure from people. Reeves stated that it may be a combination of both, but that they certainly
recognize that the taxes in the county are high. Elliott interjected, stating that from what he has
heard there is a lot of pressure due to the tax lid passed by the state legislature that was put on local
governments for the amount of property tax that can be assessed, and how that can only increase
with the rate of inflation and expected need for additional revenue in the future. Elliott commented
that the BOCC was looking for a silver bullet to overcome that challenge.
Reeves stated that franchises often decide to invest in communities based on population numbers,
and the BOCC didn’t believe the cities were doing enough to increase residential development and
increase the number of roof-tops. In addition, Reeves commented that she’s sure they’re also
listening to ideas and tools being implemented by other counties, where the piano-key lot
development has occurred. Reeves reminded the Planning Commission that each community has its
own dynamic. Reeves stated that ultimately, what the BOCC is trying to accomplish is to generate
tax revenue, and they believed that the county needs to increase its population to draw new
businesses in.
Smith observed that the area has been feeling the effects of the recession for some time, and it
seems that the county is finally coming out of it. Smith commented that a developer in Louisburg,
just poured 30 foundations, which is quite a few houses in one shot. Smith stated that he sees
development coming, it’s just that things have been bad for quite a few years. Going in line with
that commentary, Reeves stated that the County had been behind for a while, but seemed to be
catching back up. Reeves cited the data she provided the commission about development trends
over the last five years, showing that building permit numbers have increased drastically within the
last year, and these numbers only reflected the amount of new single-family dwellings, not other
types of development.
Reeves informed the commissioners that according to the Director of Building Codes, last year,
there had been more building permits issued in the unincorporated area of Miami County than that
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of Johnson County. Reeves further stated that growth should be encouraged towards the cities
where it makes more sense, because they have more practical services and infrastructure.
DeYoung disagreed, stating that it costs more for developers to develop next to or within cities than
out in the unincorporated area. DeYoung added that it did cost less for the County if they didn’t
have to provide the additional “gray” infrastructure costs for services.
Reeves agreed, and clarified that her position was that of the Comprehensive Plan and that
taxpayers shouldn’t pay for the cost of development. The cost should be on the developers. From
that perspective, it made more sense to encourage growth to occur next to the cities. The County
doesn’t want that type of development in the unincorporated area, where it places a tax burden on
the citizens.
Citing a study that was done comparing development in Lawrence (on the outskirts of a community)
and Lenexa (in the middle of a community), Reeves said it made more sense to develop in Lenexa
where the infrastructure was already in place, as opposed to Lawrence, where further development
required increased infrastructure cost, because the infrastructure wasn’t there. According to Reeves,
the guiding principle, generally, is to direct growth towards the cities, where the infrastructure can
be provided or extended out at an affordable rate, instead of extending it so far out that it wouldn’t
be affordable.
Smith commented that if one were to look at Johnson County and where they have extended sewer,
one could bet that is where the growth will be. Reeves agreed, stating Johnson County plans growth
strategically.
Due to the County meeting with the cities to discuss growth and comprehensive plans, DeYoung
asked Reeves if the recommendation was to continue the discussion on the item beyond December.
Reeves stated that was entirely up to the Planning Commission. She encouraged any of the
commissioners that could make the “inter-local” meetings to do so. Reeves informed the
commissioners the date of the meeting is December 14, 2016, at 10:00 a.m. in the Commission
Chambers. Reeves commented that it would probably be a good idea to listen to the cities about
their growth plans and restrictions, and to listen to the feedback provided by the BOCC members,
but she welcomed a motion on the 5 acre item if the commissioners believed they already had
enough information to make a recommendation.
Elliott stated that the Planning Commission was tasked to look into the item, but since they didn’t
find any compelling reason to make a change to the comp plan, he didn’t know if any action would
necessarily be required. Reeves asked Elliott if he had the letter from the BOCC about their task
with respect to the item, and if not, she would have Shane (County Administrator) look it up.
Smith asked Reeves if the BOCC was asking for a recommendation from the Planning Commission.
Elliott stated they would need to look at the letter. Reeves commented that she believed the BOCC
wanted action, and that they wanted something done about it in October.
Reeves obtained the letter from Miller, and read it aloud:
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“The Board of County Commissioners strongly suggests that a new zoning lot size be
created that would include lot sizes from five to 20 acres. The new category could be call
“Residential Estates.” The Board of County Commissioners would prefer these lots only be on hard
surfaced roadways, i.e., chip-seal, asphalt, or concrete. In addition, a rural water-meter is available
for the property. It is also urged the Comprehensive Plan be amended to include the outlined
changes. It is also strongly suggested that a public hearing be held at the October Miami County
Planning Commissioner meeting and be voted on at that meeting. The Miami County
Commissioners would like to thank each of you for your dedication and hard work you do on the
planning commission.”
Elliott responded that the BOCC wanted the Planning Commission to recommend those changes,
but he didn’t believe those changes were needed or were appropriate. The County already has a 2-5
acre development plan, today. It’s just not in the piano-key lot idea the BOCC suggested. Smith
agreed. DeYoung questioned whether the letter suggested the piano-key lot idea, or if it was just
implied. Elliott rebutted that the letter said 5 acre lots on hard surfaced road. Reeves agreed with
Elliott, and stated that was exactly what the BOCC was promoting. One of them (county
commissioners) didn’t care what the dimensions of the property were, or how many they could fit,
just as long as they were there.
Elliott commented that the letter didn’t say for the Planning Commission to send them their
recommendation. The letter said to send them what they wanted, and the Planning Commission’s
finding wasn’t what they wanted. Reeves suggested that the Planning Commission probably did
need to take some type of action. Elliott asked if they Planning Commission could just send a
statement rather than take an action, because he didn’t know what action the Planning Commission
should take. Elliott didn’t know what motion to put forth, because the motion would be to make no
changes. Smith commented that Elliott would be recommending status quo.
Reeves replied that to answer the BOCC letter, as it said “Commissioner’s strongly suggest that a
new zoning lot size be created that would include lot sizes from five to 20 acres,” so the response
would be that the code already provided for those dimensions. They were not called “Residential
Estates,” but that development is allowed in the Rural Residential district and potentially in the
Countryside district, with the conservation design subdivision.
DeYoung summarized the recommendation. Elliott motioned to make that recommendation. Smith
seconded. The motion passed unanimously (5-0).
Recommendation:
Based on the public forums that we have had, and thinking through how we can best accommodate
the County’s desire for growth, we believe our current zoning regulations already provide a path
forward without a new zoning change.”
New Business: None
Other Business:
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ANNOUNCEMENTS BY STAFF/COMMISSIONERS
Reeves announced the Planning Commission “appreciation” dinner for the following evening.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Elliott asked about the difference between total permits and single-family dwelling permits. Reeves
responded that total permits could include commercial, agricultural, remodeling, additions, or nonresidential accessory structures.
Reeves commented that Miller had issued a lot of violation citations in the county, and that there was
a lot of activity going on out in the county. Due to the load of violations and the increase in permits,
the office was very busy, and staff is swamped.
Reeves reminded the commissioners of the combined cities’ and County’s development and
administration staff meeting.
ADJOURNMENT
Wilson made a motion to adjourn. Smith seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).
The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 p.m.

Approved this

day of

, 2016.
_______

Secretary

Chair, Kimberly DeYoung/ Vice-Chair, Tina Walker

Minutes written by Thorr Miller.
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2017 - 2018
Miami County Planning Commission Submittal Deadlines & Meeting Dates

Application Submittal Deadline Dates
CUP / Rezoning and Preliminary Final and
Small Plats
Plats
Site Plans
11/18/2016
11/29/2016 12/4/2016
12/22/2016
1/3/2017
1/6/2017
1/20/2017
1/31/2017
2/3/2017
2/17/2017
2/28/2017
3/3/2017
3/17/2017
3/28/2017
3/31/2017
4/21/2017
5/2/2017
5/5/2017
5/18/2017
5/29/2017
6/1/2017
6/16/2017
6/27/2017
6/30/2017
7/21/2017
8/1/2017
8/4/2017
8/18/2017
8/29/2017
9/1/2017
9/22/2017
10/3/2017
10/6/2017
10/20/2017
10/31/2017 11/3/2017
11/17/2017
11/28/2017 12/1/2017
12/21/2017
1/2/2018
1/5/2018
1/19/2018
1/30/2018
2/2/2018
2/16/2018
2/27/2018
3/2/2018
3/16/2018
3/27/2018
3/30/2018
4/20/2018
5/1/2018
5/4/2018
5/18/2018
5/29/2018
6/1/2018
6/22/2018
7/3/2018
7/6/2018
7/20/2018
7/31/2018
8/3/2018
8/17/2018
8/28/2018
8/31/2018
9/21/2018
10/2/2018
10/5/2018
10/19/2018
10/30/2018 11/2/2018

Legals

Planning Commission
Meeting / Hearing

Legal Notice
12/2/2016
1/6/2017
2/3/2017
3/3/2017
3/31/2017
5/5/2017
6/1/2017
6/30/2017
8/4/2017
9/1/2017
10/6/2017
11/3/2017
12/1/2017
1/5/2018
2/2/2018
3/2/2018
3/30/2018
5/4/2018
6/1/2018
7/6/2018
8/3/2018
8/31/2018
10/5/2018
11/2/2018

January 3, 2017
February 7, 2017
March 7, 2017
April 4, 2017
May 2, 2017
June 6, 2017
July 3, 2017
August 1, 2017
September 5, 2017
October 3, 2017
November 7, 2017
December 5, 2017
January 2, 2018
February 6, 2018
March 6, 2018
April 3, 2018
May 1, 2018
June 5, 2018
July 3, 2018
August 7, 2018
September 4, 2018
October 2, 2018
November 6, 2018
December 4, 2018

County Commission Meeting /
Hearing (earliest date)
Final Plats
1/18/2017
2/22/2017
3/22/2017
4/19/2017
5/17/2017
6/21/2017
7/18/2017
8/16/2017
9/20/2017
10/18/2017
11/22/2017
12/20/2017
1/17/2018
2/21/2018
3/21/2018
4/18/2018
5/16/2018
6/20/2018
7/18/2018
8/22/2018
9/19/2018
10/17/2018
11/21/2018
12/19/2018

CUP & Rezoning
2/1/2017
3/8/2017
4/5/2017
5/3/2017
5/31/2017
7/5/2017
8/1/2017
8/30/2017
10/4/2017
11/1/2017
12/6/2017
1/3/2018
1/31/2018
3/7/2018
4/4/2018
5/2/2018
5/30/2018
7/11/2018
8/1/2018
9/5/2018
10/3/2018
10/31/2018
12/5/2018
1/2/2019

If submittal deadline falls on a weekend or holiday, the deadline will automatically fall to the next business day.
*Site plan deadline requiring review by the Planning Commission is 30 days prior to the next scheduled Planning Commission meeting per Article 19-4.01
of the Zoning Regulations.
*Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Rezoning requests must be submitted at least forty-five (45) days prior to a scheduled Planning Commission meeting
per Article 22-1.03 of the Zoning Regulations.
*A protest petition regarding a CUP or Rezoning request must be filed with the County Clerk within fourteen (14) days after the date of the Planning
Commission hearing per Article 14-1.03 and Article 22-7.07 of the Zoning Regulations & K.S.A. 12-757(f).
*Preliminary and Small Subdivision Plat submittal deadline is 45 days prior to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting.
*Final Subdivision Plat submittal deadline is at least 35 days prior to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting.
*Planning Commission meetings are normally scheduled on the 1st Tuesday of each Month unless otherwise listed on this schedule due to election or
holiday conflicts. Said meetings are subject to change with proper notice. The meetings are held in the County Administration Building @ 7:00 p.m.

12/29/2016

MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Camp Miola – Wedding/Event Venue
DATE:

January 3, 2016 – Planning Commission Meeting

TO:

Miami County Planning Commission

FROM:

Teresa Reeves, Planning Director

RE:

16006-CUP: Camp Miola
Consideration of a request for a conditional use permit for a wedding and
event venue in accordance with Section 5-2.02.28 of the Miami County,
Kansas Zoning Regulations. The subject property of approximately 6
acres is located on the west side of US 169 Highway, at the northeast
corner of 299th St, and Miola Rd, in the Northwest Quarter of Section 11,
Township 17S, Range 23E, Paola Township.

Property Owner

Kenneth B Weiner and Pamela Fleischer

Applicant

Same

Current Zoning

Countryside

Comp Plan

Rural Residential (10-15 Ac. Density)
Paola Communication Area

Acreage

Approximately 5.81 acres

Parcel No.

131-11-0-00-00-002.01-0

Proposal
 Wedding/reception
 Farm-to-table dinners
 Family reunions
 Other similar events
Attendance
 No more than 225 guests per event
 25 vendors/staff
Days/Hours of Operation
 Two weekend events per month, April through October
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Friday as early as noon, through Sunday afternoon
Music or loud noises to cease by 11:00 p.m. (proposed), 10:00 p.m. recommended
Guests and staff to leave the property no later than midnight (proposed)
Recommended that guests leave by 11:00 pm with staff/vendors leaving by
midnight.

Parking
 Onsite parking southeast of the residence, accessed from 299th St.
 Parking spaces proposed is 100
 If vendors/staff use the driveway from Miola Rd. instead of the designated
parking area off of 299th St, they will be required to create an additional parking
area that accesses from Miola Rd.
Roads/Traffic
 Primary route via 299th St, from Hedge Ln.
 Both roads paved
 299th Street right-of-way owned by KDOT / maintained by Miami County
 Entrance was installed per KDOT specifications with adequate site distance and
spacing
 Entrance is deteriorated and will need to be upgraded to commercial standards at
the applicant’s expense
Lighting/Screening/Signs
 No new lighting, screening, or signage proposed, some lighting recommended
Use of Residence
 Proposed for Vendors (Florists, Caterers, etc.)
 Proposed for bridal party on the first floor for changing of clothes, etc.
 Proposed to use as a courtesy, customers won’t be charged for the use
 Recommended no use of the residence at all without code updates
Notification
Notice of the hearing was published in the newspaper, mailed to 5 surrounding property
owners within 1000 feet (unincorporated) 200 feet (incorporated) of the proposal, and a
sign posted in front of the property along each road front. In addition, notice of the
proposal and requests for comments was sent to affected utilities, departments and
agencies, including the City of Paola.
Comments from affected agencies and surrounding property owners are attached to this
report.
Discussion
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The Planning Commission needs to consider all comments at the public hearing, and then
consider, but not limit its consideration, to the following Golden Criteria in making
findings to approve or deny the requested conditional use permit.
1. Character of the neighborhood.
The character of the neighborhood is mostly recreational due to its proximity to Lake
Miola and associated park to the west. The property is bound by US 169 to the east;
47.8 acres of unimproved property to the north; and a cell tower and police gun range
to the south. Approximately ½ mile north of the subject property lies the Lakeview
South Subdivision with small 2-3 acre lots.
2. The zoning and uses of property nearby.
The subject site and properties directly north and east are zoned Countryside and used
for agricultural and low-density residential uses. The remaining property is located in
the city limits of Paola. As noted above, the majority of the land is Miola Lake/Park
with a small lot subdivision approximately ½ mile north. US 169 Highway abuts the
property to the east.
3. The suitability of the subject property for the uses to which it has been
restricted.
The present use of the property is single-family residential which it is well suited for.
Allowed uses in the Countryside zoning district include, but are not limited to
agriculture, a single-family residence, grain storage structures, public parks and
playgrounds, agricultural equipment repair, retail sales of agricultural products, etc.
The property is well suited to these uses.
4. The extent to which removal of the restrictions will detrimentally affect nearby
property.
The present zoning is Countryside. The CUP for the wedding venue will act as an
overlay to the Countryside zoning. Possible impacts produced from the proposed use
include increased traffic to the area, noise, lighting, operational hours, use of alcohol,
parking, etc.
5. The length of time the subject property has remained vacant as zoned.
The existing residence was constructed in 1892.
6. The relative gain to the public health, safety, and welfare by the possible
diminution in value of the developer’s/applicant’s property as compared to the
hardship imposed upon the developer/applicant if the request is denied.
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If the proposal is denied, the area will remain intact, as well as the public health,
safety, and welfare. The use of the existing residence will remain the same. The
applicants are the current property owners but do not live on the property full time.
Staff does not believe there will be any diminution in value of the property if the
request is denied nor any hardship imposed upon the applicant.
7. Whether the proposed conditional use permit would be consistent with the intent
and purpose of the Zoning Regulations.
Wedding venues are not allowed by right in the Countryside zoning district and are
not specifically listed under conditional uses in this district. A conditional use permit
provision is made in Section 5-2.02.26 for “Other uses determined by the Planning
Commission to be consistent with the intent and purpose of this zoning district, except
for those uses listed as prohibited uses in Article 15.” Wedding venues in rural areas
have become a very popular trend in recent years and as such, many jurisdictions
manage these types of events through the conditional use permit process.
Section 14-1.01 of the Zoning Regulations states,
“Recognizing that certain uses may be desirable when located in the community, and
that these uses may be incompatible under general conditions, but compatible under
specific conditions with other uses permitted in a district, certain conditional uses,
when found to be in the interest of the public health, safety, morals, and general
welfare of the community, may be permitted by conditional use permit, except as
otherwise specified.”
If negative impacts can be mitigated with appropriate conditions, staff believes the
request would then be consistent with the intent and purpose of the regulations.
8. The recommendations of the County’s permanent or professional staff.
As noted previously, wedding venues are extremely popular today, and in high
demand in rural areas. Secondary economic effects might include such businesses as
catering, florists, photography, DJ’s, and limousine companies, and possible hotel
stays for overnight guests, just to name a few. However, it may be difficult to
determine exactly how much secondary economic impact is actually related to the
wedding industry.
If negative impacts can be appropriately mitigated with conditions, staff would
support this request.
9. The conformance of the requested conditional use permit to the adopted Miami
County Comprehensive Plan.
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The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Rural Residential. The plan does not
specifically address wedding venues but does reference churches, schools, and
neighborhood commercial development as secondary uses that can be considered
where adequate road infrastructure is provided and where the proposed use will not
conflict with the primary uses category, which includes agriculture and low density
residential development.
The comprehensive plan directs commercial types of uses to the Village Expansion
areas and Areas of Regional Significance. However, as outlined in the zoning
regulations, some uses can be considered in other areas if negative impacts can be
adequately mitigated.
This proposal abuts the City of Paola and overlooks Lake Miola which lends itself to
a picturesque setting for weddings. The road infrastructure is adequate and
residential uses appear to be distanced such that any noise will be mitigated.
Adequate conditions can be implemented that will reduce typical negative impacts
associated with wedding venues such as noise, traffic, hours of operation, lighting,
and alcohol use.
10. Such additional matters as may apply in individual circumstances.
Issues surrounding appropriate infrastructure, noise, light, traffic, and hours of
operation are common with every application. Staff offers the following additional
considerations.
Event Venue: Since this is a new type of use for consideration as a CUP which is not
specifically listed as a use allowed with a CUP, and in consideration of potential
impacts, staff suggests that a term limit be placed on this CUP to ensure adequate
measures are in place to mitigate impacts, and allow the Planning Commission to
modify conditions if necessary.
Parking: The applicant has outlined an area for parking that will need to be improved
with an all-weather surface such as gravel (at a minimum) which will trigger the need
for a stormwater management plan. The site plan must be revised to show traffic
flow within the parking areas, width of parking spaces/aisles, at least 4 ADA parking
spaces, lighting, signage for parking, etc. Parking areas should also be identified for
staff and vendors if not within the proposed parking areas. Ingress/egress needs to be
identified for emergency vehicles.
Roads/Traffic: The road/entrance improvements as noted by the Road and Bridge
Director are the applicant’s responsibility and will be a condition of approval for this
request.
Noise: Noise shall be limited to 65dB at the property lines. Outdoor amplified sound
should either be prohibited or, allowed only after an acoustical analysis demonstrates
that proposed events will not exceed 65dB when measured from the property lines.
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Noise complaints may trigger additional review by the Planning Commission to
consider modification of the CUP, if approved. Any outdoor event with amplified
sound should be limited to a maximum of five hours and cease no later than 10:00
p.m.
Hours/Days of Operation: April through October, two (2) weekends per month, and
no more than one wedding per weekend, as proposed. All guests will be required to
leave by 11:00 pm to allow adequate time for staff/vendors to close the facility and
leave by midnight.
Lighting: No additional lighting is proposed with this application but staff
recommends some pathway lighting, and parking area lighting, directed downward
and shielded to reduce offsite glare. Lighting should be turned off at closing.
Alcohol Use: Alcohol use at wedding receptions is a very common form of
celebration. Concerns arise when someone overindulges and with the negative
behaviors that are associated with intoxication, including disorderliness, and driving
under the influence. If alcohol use is allowed, a state certified law enforcement
officer should be retained on the property during events.
Services: Since the property owners will be subleasing the property to a wedding
planner who will hire the caterers, vendors, security in the form of a state certified
off-duty law enforcement officer, etc., the wedding planner will need to ensure that
all vendors, etc., hold current permits, licenses, and insurance, for food preparation
and alcohol sales, etc.
Use of the Residence: The residence is over 100 years old and is not designed for
commercial uses. To retrofit the house to meet minimum fire codes would likely be
cost prohibitive. In addition, the existing wastewater system is not designed for
commercial types of uses. Staff has concerns about the wedding party, and vendors,
including caterers, utilizing the interior of the house. Although the applicant’s
intentions are that there will be no overnight stays in the house, staff has concerns that
this will indeed occur eventually. The applicants do not live on the property full time
and therefore, do not have full control over what occurs on the property nor will they
be subjected to the typical impacts associated with a wedding and event venue that
the surrounding neighborhood might have to endure. Use of the residence will trigger
additional building code requirements. Staff strongly encourages the owners to meet
with the Codes Director to discuss code update requirements for the residence, and
potentially the wastewater system for commercial use, or make sure language is
included with all advertising literature that the residence cannot be utilized by the
wedding party, vendors, staff, etc.
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider whether the recommended
conditions adequately mitigate negative impacts that may be associated with this
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application and if so, recommend approval of the request for a conditional use permit for
a wedding and event venue based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed
below. Should the Planning Commission determine that the proposed use is not
appropriate for this area and/or the negative impacts cannot be adequately mitigated, the
planning commission should list specific findings for such and recommend denial of the
request to the Board of County Commissioners.
Findings
1. Wedding venues are a popular trend in rural areas and as such a need exists to
accommodate them as long as negative impacts can be appropriately
conditioned/mitigated.
2. The requested use, as conditioned, adequately reduces negative impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood.
3. There is no evidence to suggest that the requested use will detrimentally affect
nearby property values.
4. Road infrastructure is adequate to accommodate the increased vehicle trips to the
property.
Conditions
1. Except as amended by these conditions, the property shall be developed according
to the site plan, attached hereto as Exhibit A.
2. Except as amended by these conditions, the property shall be developed according
to the narrative report, attached hereto as Exhibit B.
3. The term of this conditional use permit shall be two (2) years commencing from
the date of County Commission approval and shall be subject to review by the
planning commission every five (5) years thereafter.
4. County staff shall have the authority to inspect this facility at all times to ensure
compliance with these conditions and ensure adequate safety measures are in
place.
5. Noise shall not exceed 65dB at the property lines.
6. Events shall take place during the months of April through October, no more than
two (2) weekends each month, beginning Friday evening and ending Sunday
afternoon.
7. Music shall cease by 10:00 p.m. with guests leaving by 11:00 pm each night, to
allow staff to leave by midnight each night.
8. The site plan shall be revised to show the outdoor wedding location; compliance
with the parking standards listed in Article 17, Site Plan Requirements, Article 16
Parking Regulations including ADA parking; the location of the existing
wastewater system; the location and type of all solid waste trash receptacles;
pathway and parking lot lighting; ingress/egress for emergency vehicles; location
of the nearest fire hydrant (if not onsite, add the location to the narrative);
9. The parking area(s) shall be improved with an all-weather material and an
engineered stormwater management plan shall be submitted to and approved by
county staff.
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10. State certified off-duty law enforcement officer(s) shall be onsite during wedding
/ receptions and events serving alcoholic beverages;
11. A detailed wastewater management plan shall be submitted to and approved by
the Environmental Health Director.
12. The applicant shall improve that portion of 299th Street / driveway entrance to the
standards outlined by the Road and Bridge Department. All costs associated with
these improvements shall be the responsibility of the applicant.
13. Liability insurance in an amount no less than $1 million shall be maintained by
the property owner(s) at all times, listing Miami County Kansas as a Certificate
Holder.
14. The wedding planner and all staff/vendors must carry appropriate licenses and
permits for food service and alcohol service.
15. The residence shall not be utilized for overnight stays by vendors, staff, wedding
parties, or anyone associated with the weddings/receptions or events.
16. Use of the residence by staff, vendors and/or the bridal party for event preparation
shall require a change of occupancy and associated building code updates.
17. Porta-potties, tents, chairs, etc., shall be removed from the property after each
event.
Attachments: Narrative and Site Plan
Comments from agencies
Vicinity map
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