JUNCTION CITY/MILFORD/GEARY COUNTY
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
MINUTES
January 14, 2021

Members
(Present)
Maureen Gustafson, Chair
Ken Mortensen, Vice-Chair
Cindy Carlyon
Brandon Dibben
John Moyer
Sheila Burdett

1.

Members
(Absent)

Staff
(Present)
Troy Livingston

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
Chair Gustafson called the meeting to order at 5:15 p.m. declaring all members present.

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Consideration of the December 10, 2020 minutes.
Commissioner Mortensen noted an error in the case number for the Item No. 1 and moved to approve
the minutes as amended. Commissioner Moyer seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

3.

OLD BUSINESS – Case No. GCCU-12-01-20 returned by Board of County Commissioners
Chair Gustafson called for the case to be heard and Mr. Livingston noted that this was the application of
Ray Swearingen requesting a conditional use permit to allow a self-storage unit on property zoned “AG”
and generally located at the west end of Elm Creek Dr. Mr. Livingston noted that this case had been
heard in December of 2020 and that the Board of County Commissioners heard the case on January 4,
2021. At that time Mr. Swearingen was allowed to present his case since he had missed the public
hearing in December due to COVID-19 and the Board of Commissioners felt he had made some valid
points that deserved to be heard by the planning commission before the County Commissioners rendered
a final decision.
Mr. Livingston noted that his opinion and accompanying recommendation had not changed since the
December hearing and that Mr. Swearingen was present to make the same presentation he had made
to the Board of County Commissioners. Mr. Livingston also noted that included in the information packets
provided to the planning commission were crime statistics from the Junction City Police Dept. regarding
storage facilities in Junction City and that those were not available during the December hearing.
Mr. Swearingen apologized for not being present at the December hearing and went on to explain the
layout of the property and where the buildings would be located in relation to the property boundaries as
well as the access from existing city roads. He further explained that the storage facility would simply
meet the need from the public for a place to park extra vehicles and keep them off the streets as well as
long-term storage for soldiers deploying.
Mr. Swearingen went on to outline a quick cost/benefit analysis and how the County stood to gain tax
revenue should the permit be granted. In addition, he outlined the acreage required for future residential
development indicated in the Junction City/Geary County Comprehensive Plan and noted that there is
currently more than enough acreage to meet those demands and that he should be allowed to use the
acreage for the storage facility. Mr. Swearingen also noted that he had some of his staff canvass the

neighborhood abutting his property and received positive support from 30-40 residents and that he
intended to use landscaping to help block the storage facility from the neighbors’ view.
Chair Gustafson asked if the property would be graveled because the information that Mr. Swearingen
had supplied appeared as though everything would be concrete. Mr. Swearingen replied that the photos
he supplied were intended to show the type of buildings and fence that would be constructed, but that
the driveway surrounding the buildings would be gravel.
Vice-chair Mortensen noted that he felt as though Mr. Swearingen’s income estimates were probably low
but that it was just an observation.
Chair Gustafson asked if there were any questions at which time Mr. Swearingen noted that the facility
would have security fencing and lighting and that an electronic key fob system would be used to track
patrons and that this should help address security concerns expressed by the Board of County
Commissioners.
Vice Chair Mortensen stated that his main problem with the proposed use was the fact that access would
be from a residential street and that he didn’t feel as though those road were constructed to the standards
that would be required to meet the needs of the storage facility.
Mr. Swearingen stated that they had considered moving the facility to the north end of the property that
would allow access from two (2) separate roads that should alleviate those concerns, but that topography
prevented that from happening.
Commissioner Burdett asked how much total acreage would be required for the facility and Mr.
Swearingen noted 2.25 acres would be fenced for the facility.
Chair Gustafson stated that she had driven to the property earlier in the day and had noticed that housing
was extremely close to the existing fence and was afraid that lighting would affect them in a negative
way and Mr. Swearingen noted that the light would shine on the buildings and would not be facing outward
in the direction of the neighboring houses.
Chair Gustafson thanked Mr. Swearingen for his comments and asked if there were any more questions.
She then opened the floor to other public comments.
Allen Dinkel, City Manager indicated that he didn’t feel as though there had been sufficient effort on
behalf of the applicant to make a positive case and noted that the County Commission had voted 2-1 to
return the case to the Planning Commission with Brad Sholz voting to deny the request for the conditional
use permit. Mr. Dinkel went on to explain that the sales tax revenue that Mr. Swearingen had spoken of
previously does not necessarily stay in the community and that most goes to the State. He went on to
give a rough estimate of the breakdown and retention of that sales tax. He agreed that the property tax
revenue would likely increase as Mr. Swearingen had indicated, but that the City of Junction City would
not see any of that revenue. He also noted that due to the proximity of the property to the city boundary,
most of the services would likely come from the city. Those service being primarily police response. He
also felt that the lighting would be an issue since the property is so close to a residential neighborhood
and that crime, also, would be an issue. Mr. Dinkel went on to further note that zoning is not a popularity
contest, referring to the 30-40 signatures obtained by Mr. Swearingen’s staff in support of the facility and
commented that no one attended the original public hearing. He stated that the support likely comes
from renters and not homeowners, meaning they are not invested long-term in the safety and security of
the neighborhood. Mr. Dinkel went on to note that the narrowness of the residential streets would be a
concern and that the City is opposed to the proposed use.
Chair Gustafson asked if there were any other comments.
Ray Ibarra, Director of Public Works reiterated what Mr. Dinkel had said and noted that the traffic load
would simply be too much for the residential roads further noting that the thickness of residential roads
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would not hold up the increase in traffic and the weight of the trucks and vans that would be used to move
items in and out of the facility.
Commissioner Dibben asked if the gravel would all be contained on private property and who would be
responsible for maintaining the driveways leading from the city road.
Mr. Swearingen stated it would be the landowner’s responsibility to maintain and further noted that the
only county commissioner that voted to deny the permit was Brad Sholz and that he should have recused
himself due to a conflict of interest since he owns a competing storage facility.
Allen Dinkel stated that he didn’t think there was a conflict of interest because Mr. Sholz’s storage facility
isn’t geographically close to the proposed site.
Mr. Swearingen said he feels as though the roads are built to withstand the traffic and noted that trash
trucks, firetrucks, and moving vans are traveling those roads almost daily.
Chair Gustafson asked if anyone had any further comments.
Commissioner Burdett stated that she simply felt that the site is too close to a residential neighborhood
and that Junction City has worked too hard to clean up the residential neighborhoods and segregate
them from commercial enterprises to allow the permit and imbed a commercial use in a residential
neighborhood and that it would be a mistake to allow it looking at long-term residential development.
Mr. Swearingen stated that almost all of the residential development is occurring north of Highway 18
and that there is plenty of land available in that area to allow the permit to be approved and should growth
begin to occur south of Highway 18 they would be able to remove the storage facility and allow residential
expansion.
Chair Gustafson closed the floor to public comment.
Commissioner Moyer noted that access was his biggest concern and that he doesn’t feel that the road
network was constructed to handle the load that would accompany the proposed use.
Commissioner Dibben noted that future development needed to tie into existing infrastructure and that
connecting roads would all likely be residential as well.
Commissioner Mortensen indicated that his mind had not really changed from the December hearing.
Commissioners Dibben and Carlyon both noted that storage units can be temporary, and Chair Gustafson
asked about the duration of a conditional use permit.
Mr. Livingston noted that the permit is good for as long as the use is current and that once the use stops,
the permit expires.
Chair Gustafson stated that she thinks the topography will be an issue even at the proposed location and
Mr. Swearingen explained that the treeline at the west edge of the proposed site is where the terrain
begins to change and that traffic would not be allowed that far west.
Chair Gustafson added that she has no problem with someone trying to make money but that she feels
the proposed site is just too close to a residential neighborhood to allow 24-hour access. She then asked
if there were any other considerations or comments from the board.
Commissioner Dibben said he was still trying to get a feel for how much the traffic would likely increase
and what size trucks would be in and out.
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Chair Gustafson commented that there were two (2) moving vans in the neighborhood as she had driven
out earlier in the day.
Commissioner Moyer indicated that he felt as though 9-1-1 calls would likely be an issue since the calls
would come from inside the city limits but that the Sheriff’s office would have to respond. Mr. Swearingen
agreed and said that you should try a prescribed burn when you are that close to the city limits if you
wanted to see how they handle calls.
Commissioner Mortensen noted that he simply didn’t feel that the proposed site was the right location for
a storage facility and moved to recommend that the request for the conditional use permit be denied.
Commissioner Moyer seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
4.

NEW BUSINESS
Item No. 1 – Case No. FP -01-01-21 Consideration of Final Plat of Bluejay Way Addition to Junction City,
Kansas.
Chair Gustafson called for the staff report for Case No. FP-01-01-21 and Mr. Livingston stated that this
is the application filed by Kaw Valley Engineering, agent on behalf of the City of Junction City, owner to
consider the final plat of a piece of property that was purchased by the City from the Wayne Gfeller Trust
in December 2020 and annexed for the purpose of constructing the extension of Blue Jay Way north to
Rucker Road. Mr. Livingston noted the reason for the plat is that Title V of the Municipal Code of Junction
City states that no building or structure within the corporate limits of Junction City shall be built or erected
on any unplatted land within the corporate limits of Junction City.
Commissioner Moyer asked if the Gfellers had any concerns and Mr. Livingston indicated that they were
on board with the construction of the road.
Chair Gustafson asked if the houses in Sutter Woods and Sutter Highlands subdivisions would back up
to the property and Mr. Livingston stated that they would but that there would be controlled access along
the road thus preventing lots with double frontage. Chair Gustafson then opened the floor for public
comment.
Leon Osbourn, Kaw Valley Engineering stated that there would be controlled access on both sides of the
road with an additional opening between Wren Land and Rucker Road on the east side and that there
would be an opening on the west side to allow Mr. Gfeller access to his agricultural field.
Commissioner Moyer noted that Mr. Gfeller would like put a gate across the opening preventing the public
from using it mistakenly.
Commissioner Mortensen asked if Wren Lane would connect to Blue Jay Way and Mr. Osbourn replied
that it would.
Commissioner Moyer noted that this would be better than utilizing Munson Road for access to the new
high school.
Chair Gustafson asked if there were any more questions for Mr. Osbourn and there being none closed
the floor to public comment.
Commissioner Moyer moved to approve the plat and Commissioner Carlyon seconded. The motion
carried unanimously.
Item No. 2 – Elect Officers for 2021
Mr. Livingston noted that by-laws require election of officers every year in January and that he felt
comfortable with the current chairperson and vice-chair, but that if someone else wanted those positions
we would be happy to entertain a motion. Commissioner Moyer moved to leave the current officers in
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place for 2021. Commissioner Carlyon seconded the motion and it carried unanimously leaving Maureen
Gustafson as Chair, Ken Mortensen as Vice-Chair, and Troy Livingston as Secretary.
Item No. 3. – Update Metropolitan Planning Commission By-laws.
Mr. Livingston noted that the City of Milford had requested to be removed as a member of the Joint
Metropolitan Planning Commission and that both the Geary County Board of Commissioners and the
Junction City Board of Commissioners had agreed so the by-laws needed to reflect that change. He also
indicated that there were some additional changes that he felt needed to occur and that those were noted
in the packet provided to the planning commission.
Chair Gustafson noted that she felt the commission should not consist of six (6) members but should
have the seventh so there would be less chance of tie votes. Mr. Livingston noted that the Metropolitan
Planning Commission founding document called for seven (7) members with three (3) representatives
appointed by the city of Junction City Board of Commissioners, three (3) representatives appointed by
the Geary County Board of Commissioners and a single representative jointly appointed by both the
Junction City and Geary County Boards of Commissioners.
Allen Dinkel noted that a new inter-local agreement was being prepared between the city of Junction City
and Geary County and that it should be reflected in that agreement. Commissioner Moyer said he never
remembered any conflict between the City and the County and feels that the seventh commissioner is
needed on the planning commission.
Mr. Livingston stated that he would make the appropriate changes to the existing by-laws according to
suggestions of the commission and would have them ready for adoption at the next meeting.

5.

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS ~ None

6.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Mr. Dinkel provided the planning commission with an update on City projects slated for 2021 and noted
that sales tax collections for 2020 were considerably more than in 2019 but really couldn’t offer any
reason but did note that reflected nearly $30 million more being spent in Junction City compared to 2019.

7.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Burdett motioned to adjourn; Commissioner Carlyon seconded the motion.
Chair Gustafson declared the meeting adjourned at 6:34 p.m.

5

