Larry and
Rosemary

Richard

>From: Larry and Rosemary <larryandrosemary@kc.rr.com>
>To: <mayor@pvkansas.com>, <dmorrison@pvkansas.com>,
><cclark@pvkansas.com>
>CC: <missionchateau@tutera.com>
>
>My wife and I are asking each of you to vote against the proposed Mission
Chateau development, there are enough eyesoures on the east >side of
Mission Road, please do not allow one on the west side. But more directly,
please honor the feeling of the citizens of the neighborhood who are
opposing the development as well as many other citizens of Prairie Village.
Barr

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 10:16 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: We support this project 100 percent.
Richard Barr M.D.

Stephanie
and John

Beeder

Sent: Mon, Aug 26, 2013 11:11 am
Subject: Mission Valley Development
Mayor Shaffer
We are writing regarding the upcoming vote to be taken by the Prairie
Village City Council for the redevelopment of the Mission Valley property.
We have attended the public hearings, read many of the the public
responses both for and against the project, and remain opposed to this
proposed development. We have written two letters (dated 6/2/2013 and
8/5/2013) that are part of the public record.
Rather than restate our points of opposition, none of which have been
addressed by the developer, we would like to call your attention to a few
facts about the public comment process and ask that you as mayor address
these issues in your process to approve or disapprove this plan.
At the beginning of the public hearing, both sides had enough time to
present their cases but there are several factual events that are somewhat
disturbing.
PLANNING COMMISSION OBJECTIVITY
The chair of the planning commission ask that opponents not display
any signs during the meeting but allowed every spokesperson
supporting the development to proudly wear a sticker saying they
support seniors. We all support seniors, and that point is frankly
irrelevant to the approval of this development. Why were both sides
not treated with the same respect by the Planning Commission?
The attorney for the opposition was rudely interrupted (within his
allotted time) by a member of the Planning Commission and told to
revamp his presentation because they had received an advance copy
of it and did not want to hear it again. Those of us who oppose this
plan have quietly listened to Mr. Tutera and Mr. Petersen who both
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received courteous treatment from the pubic. I wish Mr. Duggan had
received the same courtesy from the commission.
PLANNING COMMISSION INTERROGATION
The residents of the city who are opposed to this plan numbers in the
thousands, the number of residents allowed to protest the plan is well
over the 20% threshold needed. The number filing is 56% with more
opposed who could not go through with the paperwork burden. Even
with all of this opposition, the toughest question posed by the
Planning Commission was "Why so big?" That is a good question but
it is vague and when the developer took two more months of
everyone's time and came back with no significant changes and the
response of "Because I want to create a special lifestyle for seniors"
that somehow satisfied all but one commissioner. Where is the
rigorous review of these plans that the residents deserve?
The city staff and the commissioners have allowed this developer to
argue that this project has just 17 units per acre rather than
concentrate on the massive 20,000 square feet of buildings per acre.
It sounds better because I think everyone knows that if an individual
homeowner came to the Commission with plans to build a 20,000
square foot home on one acre (there are many one acre lots that
border this property) with the argument that it is only 1 unit the
request would be flatly denied. At the June public hearing we all
listened to the commissioner's question an individual homeowner (for
the second time) about a one foot elevation change of his home and
asked that it be reduced by six inches. I thought at the time that this
was a good sign that the commission would look and inquire
very thoroughly about the developer's plans and yet all we got was
"Why so big?" Why is this developer being treated so differently
than the residents of Prairie Village?
KNOW THE DEVELOPER'S PLANS
This developer owns and operates four other senior living properties
in Johnson County. None of them has all of the components he is
proposing for this site on the same acreage, why not? Some of his
properties were not developed and built by him, he acquired them or
converted from another use. We encourage you as mayor and the
council to make yourself aware of his other properties, ask
about his experience as a builder/operator of senior centers and
understand why this project will take three years to build.
This developer and his attorney are very adept at salesmanship.
Birds eye views, pictures of vegetation not on their property to show
how it will be screened, and frankly many distortions of facts to yield
the result they want is what their presentations are full of, all three
hours of them. I would hope that the city council walks this property
with the buildings, parking lots, and streets staked out by the
developer before you vote on this. You and the council members
may want to stand in the yards of the adjoining residents and
apartment owners and look at this project from their perspective.
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The role of the city council is to represent the resident's and business
owner's of the city while enforcing the city's ordinance's. Throughout the
process on this issue, it appears that the city staff and commission was more
interested in pleasing the developer. In June, the commission told the
developer that the neighbors need to be excited about this project. Since
that time the developer has done nothing to improve his position with the
community who are genuinely concerned about the future of the city.
Thank you for your time it takes to read all of these letters and we look
forward to attending the next council meeting when you address this
proposal.
Stephanie and John Beeder
8428 Delmar Lane
sfbeeder@aol.com
Jan

Behner

Date: August 16, 2013, 15:33:26 CDT
To: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
Greetings,
Although I am not a resident of Prairie Village, my daughter and family are
long time residents. I have been contemplating selling my home in Overland
Park and have been looking into possibilities of where I could live closer to
my daughter, hopefully renting instead of buying a home. When I first heard
of Mission Chateau, my immediate thought was, this is the answer. I have
attended two meetings, have seen the plans, and have decided nothing
could be more perfect for me.
I do hope the opposition will soon cease and plans can go forward for the
building Mission Chateau.
Thank you,
Jan Behner
7017 W. 98th St.
Overland Park, KS 66212

Jan

Bleakley

Date: Mon, 26 Aug 2013 22:20:19 -0400 (EDT)
August 24, 2013
Dear Town and Country Neighbor,
Tuesday evening, September 3rd, the City Council will hear, for the first
time, about one of the most important issues in Prairie Village history. For
over a year the Mission Valley Neighbor Association (MVNA) studied,
researched, organized and presented on behalf of Prairie Village/Leawood
residents including Town and Country homeowners. Many of you have been
receiving updates.
The goal of MVNA has been simple – persuade the Planning Commission
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and Cityy Council to carefully consider how the former Mission Valley School
site is to be redeveloped. This is an extremely controversial proposal and
the outcome may have a profound impact on the eastern boundary of Town
and Country. If you have not heard about both sides of the issue, this
meeting will be your opportunity to learn more.
Regardless of how you may feel about the Tutera proposal, you are
strongly encouraged to attend the Tuesday, Sept. 3rd City Council
meeting…Village Presbyterian Church – 7:00p.m. The Mission Valley
proposal will be considered at 7:30.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Todd and
Jan

Bleakley

Jan Bleakley
President
Town and Country Homes Association
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 11:51 AM
To: Steve Noll
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Concerns regarding Mission Valley Tutera proposal
Dear Mr. Noll:
Early on, Joe Tutera proclaimed to members of the Mission Valley Neighbors
Association (MVNA) that if Red Development was not able to use the
property for retail he could essentially make his senior living proposal as big
as he wanted and there was nothing MVNA could do about it. After a year of
planning, meetings, presentation and distraction his threat has become a
promise and Mission Chateau remains a massive proposal. The applicant
knew size would be his greatest challenge. He has therefore spent the last
year trying to distract everyone with details and divert our attention from the
real issue -- a project that could be three-and-a-half times larger than the
existing middle school.
It worked with the Prairie Village planning staff. Joe Tutera’s expectation
immediately became the PV planning staff’s expectation. Instead of requiring
the applicant to prove their project worthy, it has always been the neighbor’s
burden to prove it doesn’t fit with the character of the neighborhood. His
distraction worked with our Planning Commission. Audiences watched the
Commission spend 45 minutes discussing sidewalk widths with Lane 4 and
debates for 30 minutes about whether or not to allow a builder to increase his
roof height by ONE foot in Kenilworth. Apparently our Commissioners cared
enough to earnestly consider these minor issues but failed to see the wisdom
in objecting to a project equivalent to TWO SUPER WAL MARTS.
MVNA has not bought in to Tutera’s distractions. Despite his pretty
renderings and impressive special effects this proposal is just plain massive.
Tutera has never really listened to the neighbors. He never intended to really
compromise on size. Remember, he told us he would make Mission
Chateau as big as he could. It has been suggested that a project
proportionate in size to Benton house would meet with neighbor support.
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Benton House serves as a real example of a project embraced and
supported by the Planning Commission and City Council. It maintains green
space, allows for adequate parking and fits with the surrounding
neighborhood. What a simple, logical concept.
(Benton House 50,000 ft. on 6 acres = Mission Chateau 150,000 ft. on 18
acres)
Those of us opposing Mission Chateau are not anti-development NIMBYs.
We are not anti-Joe Tutera. We can support a senior living development, but
it needs to be the appropriate size (150,000 sq.ft. ). Also, the opposition is
not just a handful of homeowners to the south. We are some 1500 strong
who care about our community. How truly fortunate Prairie Village leaders
should feel to have such involved and committed residents.
Please carefully read the transcript of our presentation. Our facts, figures
and comparisons are real and unmistakably reveal Mission Chateau to be
the wrong proposal for this site. For the sake of Prairie Village, demand
better from this applicant.
Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.
Sincerely,
Todd and Jan Bleakley
8621 Delmar Lane
PV, KS 66207
Todd and
Beth

Cannon

Date: August 16, 2013, 15:52:56 CDT
To: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>, Todd Cannon
<todd.cannon.wh64@wharton.upenn.edu>, Jamie Davidson
<JamieD@tutera.com>, JOHN ANDERSON <vajuan@yahoo.com>, RANDY
NEIL <neilmedia1@sbcglobal.net>, TOM JOHNSON
<tjohnson953@everestkc.net>, Susan Tozier <s_tozier@hotmail.com>,
LINDA NEWCOMER <newcomerlinda793@gmail.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
My name is Todd Cannon. I had the privilege of attending Corinth Grade
School, Somerset Grade School, Indian Hills Junior High, and Shawnee
Mission East. There has never been a school bond issue either my parents
or myself did not vote for favorably. The wonderful education I received from
the Shawnee Mission School District allowed me to attend an elite Ivy
League school. We have lived in Prairie Village the last 5 and a half years .
We have traveled extensively in this country and have seen many different
types of retirement homes in various parts of the country. We believe that
Mission Chateau is an excellent choice for us as we enter the last phase of
our lives. What makes it so valuable is that it is in Prairie Village, not
Phoenix, not Essex Connecticut, not San Antonia, Texas but right here in
Prairie Village . This gives us the opportunity to stay close to our children
which at our age is a priority. Your consideration for Mission Chateau is
appreciated. Beth & I look forward to living there.
Todd and Beth Cannon
102 Normandie Court
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7223 Mission Road
Prairie Village, KS
M.

Cavell

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 11:34 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Cc: David Morrison; Charles Clark
Subject: mission valley
Please note my displeasure with the project and my opinion that it should not
be part of the PV locale. It's size and scope is not consistent with the local
area. It is completely OUT OF CHARACTER with our community. The
Zoning regulations should not be jettisoned and waived for special purposes
such as this large massive undertaking. My opinion is that this special use
permit would also detrimentally affect nearby property values such as mine
and the intrastructure costs to the city for supporting the structure is not
warranted.
Please place this objection in the public records.
M. Cavell
9208 Fontana
Prairie Village, Ks.

Charles

Clark

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2013 1:36 PM
To: Joe Tutera
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Re: Mission Chateau City Council Meeting 9-3-2013
Dear Mr. Tutera,
Since the time the Mission Chateau application was filed, I have chosen not
to discuss the matter with anyone. I have forwarded all emails to the City
Clerk so that all are a public record, but have not responded to any. I have
refused all telephone calls on the subject and somewhat rudely walked away
from some face to face encounters. I will carefully consider the full record
and statements at the Council meeting in making my decision, but choose
not to return your call.
Charles Clark

At 01:00 PM 8/22/2013, you wrote:
Council Member Clark:
I just left you a voice mail. I was calling to ask if we could find a time to talk
about Mission Chateau. I would like to answer any questions you may have
about the project. We have a limited amount of time to present on
September 3rd, and I want to make sure that I present what is most relevant
for the Council Members? and your consideration of the project.
I can be reached at my office or on my cell any time day or night. I know
your time is limited, and if there is a convenient time that you would like for
me to call you, please let me know.
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Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. I will also be
contacting the Mayor and the other Council Members requesting an
opportunity to talk to them as well.
Jct
Susan

Coleman

Date: August 17, 2013, 9:58:40 CDT
To: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
Please let the city council know that I feel there is definitely a need for a nice
rental retirement facility for myself and aging neighbors. The endowment
type does not work out for those of us who have already invested in long
term care insurance. As far as the “ too much traffic” argument goes the
school had plenty with student drop off by parents and noisy school buses.
Please reconsider your stand on this issue.
Thank you.-----Susan T. Coleman age 85

Julie

Cook

Julie Cook, 4972 West 88th Street, Met with Tutera and although she loves
the Prairie Village parks and green space, Tutera has demonstrated a
willingness to work with the City. If they go through with the proposed public
walking trails and not reducing the green pace, she is supportive.
--by phone to:
Joyce Hagen Mundy
City Clerk, City of Prairie Village

Susan

Cunningham

Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2013 7:50 AM
To: Susan Cunningham; Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Re: In Favor of Mission Chateau
Than you Susan and I will forward to the Council and City Staff. It is
important to hear from both sides on any issue.
From: Susan Cunningham
Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2013 8:23 PM
To: dwarman@pvkansas.com
Subject: In Favor of Mission Chateau
Dear Council Member:
I am writing to express my support for the proposed Mission Chateau senior
living residences being considered for the former Mission Valley Middle
School site.
I appreciate that the Tutera Group has listened to the needs of our
community and modified its plans in response to those concerns. I am
pleased that the Planning Commission and the City’s Professional staff
recommended the plan for approval. I see a number of positive benefits to
our community should this development be allowed to move forward. One of
those benefits is that aging Prairie Village residents will not have to leave our
city when it is time to transition to a senior living community. Another benefit
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will be the sales taxes generated from construction and the ongoing real
estate taxes that will assist in revitalizing our city. The development will
provide parks, walking paths, and beautiful improvements to the
neighborhood, particularly the improvements along Mission Road. The
development will increase both residential and commercial real estate values
in the area.
I believe a vocal minority has been doing most of the talking up to this point.
I just wanted to be sure to register my strong vote in support of this project.
Most sincerely,
Susan Cunningham
6747 Granada Road
Prairie Village, Kansas 66208
Wanda

Doerr

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 9:57 AM
To: Council Members
Subject: vote "no"
You were elected to represent the people of Prairie Village. You were
chosen to hear our voices!!!
Please hear us when we ask youto stop the massive development of another
senior living complex in the area.
Friday evening was the gathering for KU's kick off in Corinth Square. It was
wonderful to see the young families attending and one could see the Vision
of Prairie Village. Don't lose sight of this Vision.
Wanda Doerr

Mary

English

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 11:36 AM
To: Brooke Morehead; Laura Wassmer
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Mayor
Subject: Mission Valley Development
Ms. Morehead and Ms. Wassmer:
This week I spoke to the Planning Commission during the public comments
period in opposition to this development. I have a rough transcript with some
additions copied below, but I 'd like to take a few minutes to give you my
incredulous impression of the proceedings. I'm going to assume that you are
very familiar with the plan and the history of what has transpired, so I'm going
to launch right into it:
I had a full work day and came in a little late, however, I still got there in time
to hear some incredibly mild questioning from the commission to the
developer / lawyer. The questioning gave one the impression that the
commission had already well made up its mind about the development and
was just hammering out the small stuff. Such as, for example, where extra
visitors could park during holidays and larger events.
Then, the opposition presentation, beginning with the legal arguments,
began. I couldn't help but feel a little relief, here finally was some sanity.
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Here were facts about how large - massive - this development truly is; and
how every other development close to it's size in square footage is on
acreage three, four, five times! the size of the space at the Mission Valley
site. Here were the facts about shift changes, and traffic jams, and the
amount of time it will take to build such a development. Also, the little gem
about how much senior living space PV already has with open beds far
exceeds per capita of any other community in the area was presented. It
was a solid 30 minutes of numbers that I assumed could lead to only one
logical conclusion - this development is completely wrong for this town and
the site.
Not five minutes into this presentation one of the commission members - I
wish I knew her name - complained something to the effect that "there is
nothing new you're presenting here, do you have anything new you want to
tell us" is an extremely annoyed, disrespectful tone. This is the lawyer who is
representing the RESIDENTS of Prairie Village who will be directly impacted
by this once the first back hoes roll in, and whose property values and lives
will never be the same since, and she's complaining that she's "already
heard this." Really?
Then the public comment began. My presentation was well received. The
majority of the room, it seemed, was there to stand in opposition to the
development - and it was full. When I left the podium, the applause began.
This same commission member immediately halted it saying that there must
be "no applause" in between the comment period. This, of course, was NOT
communicated after the applause the first "Pro" public comment. The Tutera
people were allowed to clap all they wanted.
The commission then proceeded to discuss more of the plan as if the words
in opposition had never happened; and voted virtually unanimously for the
project. The developer team was cool as a cucumber the whole time. I
doubt the residents' lawyer, my, or anyone else's presentation even
resonated. They were so confident; so bored with the whole thing.
To wrap this up, the whole proceeding has shaken my faith in the system.
The people that live in this town don't want this development. The facts are
cut and dry that this mammoth project is completely wrong for the size and
type of space. And yet, like the Atticus' jury, the commission came to a
completely different conclusion. Apparently way ahead of the time to vote
"yay" or "nay."
They are not hired by the voters of course. You are. Please represent your
constituency, and not big money. Do the right thing.
A rough transcript of what I said to the commission with a couple of
more point added in that I wish I would have made:

I oppose this development for these reasons:
-

This is the largest senior living facility zoned in a single family
neighborhood and second largest in all of Johnson county. This
type of development has no place on our township. Indeed, when
9
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discussing this plan with a close friend who happens to be an
architect in Kansas City, he commented on the jarring change
between the two sides of Mission Road driving eastbound on 75th.
Think about how the two blocks just east of Mission Road looks to
you - do we want a development that is even larger in scale than
any of those buildings? And really, I had no idea how MASSIVE this
development truly is until I saw for myself tonight. This is like a
large hospital plunked down in a quiet residential street. Our town
is called Prairie Village – Not Prairie City - for a reason. This is a
development that will destroy acres of green space and natural
fields next to a neighborhood of quiet single family homes. This
type of building belongs in a dense urban city, not a village.
-

Secondly, according to an independent study, this development
could very well harm residential property values. This begs the
question: what are the obligations of this commission to Prairie
Village residents knowing that this could very well harm one of the
largest investments many PV residents will make in their lifetime?

-

Finally, what would we get from this deal? Approximately
$100,000 of revenue into PV from a for-profit health care provider
with a track record containing poor ratings on their facilities. In
other words, the town will get very little back for this abrupt change
to our landscape. AND, one can’t even rationalize this development
with the idea that this company would be bettering the lives of
hundreds of senior citizens that need care. They have proved
themselves to be inconsistent, and in some cases, on the record,
according to a recent Pitch article, as negligent, to patients in their
care. Can we allow this with a clean conscience? I have an 80 year
old father and I would not want him living in this facility, even
though it would be right down the road from me. Never.

As I see it, I don’t understand how such a proposal got this far in the
place I’ve called home for more than 15 years. This is not progress.
This is a project that only benefits a handful of people. It should be
scrapped for something that will maintain the original footprint of the
school; would benefit the residents of PV, and keep our green fields
green. So, I ask: where do your allegiances lie? With the people of
Prairie Village? If so, your only option is to vote down this
development.

Additional point - added to this email - to the third above: not only will the city
receive very little for the pain of having to deal with the construction and
existence of this huge facility, but what about the employees? Tutera makes
lots and lots of money - the family's huge house in Mission Hills is Exhibit A.
Are they bringing local jobs to PV? Can the employees afford to live in PV?
Buy a house here? Can they afford to take their earnings and create their
own little Perfect Village with good schools and resources? For the vast
majority of them: no.
And very lastly, as someone that works in sustainable construction, I
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understand the need for more dense design in our country. But it needs to
begin in brownfields and infill sights that make sense. And Prairie Village is
not built for this type of density. This is just senseless destruction of a place
that could leave community green space for the residents to use (that IS
currently being used and used often).
Thank you for your time.
Mary English
4402 W 77th Terr
CC: City Clerk - please share with the entire City Council, I couldn't find a
general email for this purpose.
The Mayor
William

Eubank

Sent: Friday, August 09, 2013 2:09 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau
As a Leawood homeowner near the proposed retirement center I want to
give my wife's and my support for the plan.
William Eubank, MD
8409 Wenonga Road

Susan

Forrest

Sent: Sun, Aug 11, 2013 1:50 pm
Subject: mission chateau - yes
My Dear Mayor and Councilpersons,
I’m writing to request that you vote in support of the proposed redevelopment
plan for the Mission Valley Middle School site.
I attended a couple of the Planning Commission meetings where the
proposed Mission Chateau was the topic. In the course of the meetings, I
learned a few things. I learned that a special use permit for a senior living
community is an allowable use for that land as it is currently zoned. I learned
that the proposed plan complies with what PV allows for set backs, building
height and % of green space. I learned that the Golden Factors are up to
interpretation. They are more like guidelines than they are well defined
rules.
I don’t see where we have any legal basis to deny this proposal. I ask that
you use that same standard when deciding how to vote. If you vote to deny,
you must be able to point to a reason that will hold up in court as that would
surely be the next step. Love it or hate it, the Mission Chateau will eventually
be built. I ask that we not spend City resources on a fight that we can’t win.
For this reason, I ask you to vote in favor of this proposal.
Thank you,
Susan Forrest
6837 El Monte
Prairie Village KS 66208
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Don

Gessen

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 10:13 AM
To: Ted O'Dell (ted.odell@markone.com); Ted Odell
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau
Ted,
I have been following the proposed Mission Chateau development and would
like to share with you that I think that now that the plan has been adjusted by
the developer, approved by the PV staff, and approved by the Planning
Commission on August 6th that you will consider a favorable outcome for the
project.
I think that Prairie village will benefit from such a project.
I will not be able to attend the Council Meeting but please give this
development your consideration.
Don
DON GESSEN, CCIM
VICE PRESIDENT
700 West 47th Street, Suite 200
Kansas City, Missouri 64112

Pola

Greenwald

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 5:22 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau Support letter
Dear Council Member:
I am writing to you to express my support for the proposed Mission Chateau
senior living development being considered for the former Mission Valley
Middle School site. I lived in Prairie Village for 32 years and would eventually
like to retire there. I would gladly move back if I had the right senior
development there for me.
I appreciate how the Tutera Group has listened to the needs of our
community and how it has modified its plans in response to those concerns. I
see a number of positive benefits to our community, should this development
be allowed to move forward. One of those benefits is that aging Prairie
Village residents won’t have to leave our city when it is time to transition to a
senior living community. Another benefit that I see is the increase in tax
revenue to the city and increased traffic to local businesses by the residents,
families and employees who will work at Mission Chateau.
I believe a vocal minority has been doing most of the talking up to this point.
I just wanted to be sure to register my strong vote of support for the project.
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Most sincerely,
Pola Greenwald
Elise and
Allan

Hall

Date: August 17, 2013, 9:53:39 AM CDT
To: <jkoontz@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Supporting Chateau Mission
Elise and Allan Hall support Chateau Mission 100%!
8801 Alhambra, Prairie Village

Elise and
Allan

Hall

Date: August 17, 2013, 9:50:35 CDT
To: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Supporting 100% Mission Chateau are Elise and Allan Hall
8801 Alhambra, Prairie Village

Wayne and
Wanda

Hein

Date: 08/18/2013 3:13 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy <jhmundy@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
We would like to express our feelings for the need of Mission Chateau. Even
though we live on the Leawood side of Mission Road we are delighted that
another retirement/care facility is under consideration. In the next few years
more & more people will be in need of a retirement/care facility. We feel like
the area for the old Meadowbrook school is a wonderful place & so close to
everything, not way out south where you have to drive so far.
Thank you for considering all of this & we hope to see Mission Chateau being
built in the very near future.
Wayne & Wanda Hein
9221 Cherokee Pl.
Leawood, KS 66206

Steve

Hensley

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 8:35 AM
To: Andrew Wang
Cc: Quinn Bennion; Dennis Enslinger; Mayor; missionchateau@tutera.com
Subject: Mission Chateau project
Andrew, greetings.
I am a Prairie Village resident and a registered voter in your precinct/ward.
This is to inform you that I am in favor of the Tutera project passing in the
Council. I am asking you to vote for the project’s passing and becoming a
valued resource of future income, jobs, services and residences for Prairie
Village.
The campaign of “No massive development” seems strong and organized by
the well to do residences of the Mission Valley area. It strikes me in an odd
sort of way that the “movers and shakers” are not in favor of a revernue
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based stream of income for the City. In the long term scope of City planning,
growth and stability the project makes sense and will not be an ugly “massive
development” as the signs lead us to believe.
Thank you for your time on this as well as your service commitment to your
City and community.

Steve Hensley
Barbara

Hise

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 5:15 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Tutera Mission Chateau
To the City Clerk and City Council of Prairie Village, Kansas.
I support the Tutera Mission Chateau 100%. A few of the logical reasons
for support are:
1. Our aging population needs quality living facilities.
2. Tutera Mission Chateau will be a beautiful addition to our city--with green
spaces and lovely landscaping.
3. The Tutera Company is an established Kansas City company.
I have written previously but let me restate some personal reasons I want the
project to proceed.
Our family has lived in Prairie Village since 1932. My in-laws built at 5015
Fonticello that year.
My husband and I raised our family (3 children) in Prairie Village, at 4121
West 74th and in the home we built at 6800 Cedar.
We have supported "our" city, it's parks, programs, commercial
establishments, church, schools--everything consistently.
We LIVE in Prairie Village and we do NOT want to live in any other
community. IF we are very lucky we will be able to live out our lives in our
lovely home. However, the probability for that is statistically unlikely. So, we
are on the waiting list for Mission Chateau.
PLEASE PASS THE PROPOSAL. . . . .
and perhaps consider putting those people that are so vehemently against a
senior living facility on a list that will assure them they NEVER have to live or
have their loved ones live in the Tutera project.
Respectfully submitted,
Barbara B. Hise, PhD
6800 Cedar - home
4121 W. 83rd - office

Ann

Hochscheid

Date: Thu, 22 Aug 2013 14:42:34 -0500
Please note that I am in favor of the Mission Chateau project. I currently live
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in The Kenilworth Apartments but in a few more years will be looking toward
a more secure living space. Thank you
Ann L. Hochscheid
Susan

Hubbard

Sent: Sun, Aug 18, 2013 2:04 pm
Subject: Prairie Village Concerns/8-18-13
Mayor Shaffer and City Councilpersons:
Two years ago some of you heard from me in regards to the 8' wide "bike
trail" the city abruptly constructed, with only 3 weeks notice, in my front yard.
My husband and I attempted to ask you and the city staff to consider
narrowing it to 6' but no one would listen and the wide sidewalk was
constructed. You handled that issue very poorly. Later, you were faced with
so much opposition to the construction of future sidewalks that you passed
an ordinance allowing PV citizens to vote on whether they wanted a sidewalk
in their yard... a bit late for us, but you finally did listen to the residents.
It now appears you have another problem with listening carefully to your
constituents, the Mission Chateau project. You have no doubt read of the
many MVNA meetings and articles on pvpost or talked to PV citizens, so
you are aware how passionate we are about this retirement facility NOT
being built in its present size in our neighborhood. Once again you need to
carefully study the plans and see for yourself that much of Mission
Chateau's amenities are just an illusion. This is a "massive project", like
nothing PV has seen before, with a huge skilled nursing/memory care
section, impacting the residents immensely. I live at Somerset & Delmar,
across the street from the homes that are adjacent to the property, and 3
years of construction with the end product more dense than any other
retirement facility in the area will affect my property value and quality of my
life. Also, we will have to contend with construction workers' vehicles parked
on Delmar for at least 3 years.
Moreover, the coverage of the recent PV Planning Commission
meeting surely informed you that a huge majority of the 200+ citizens in
attendance was against this project. It was a sham and you could tell by
the commissioner's body language that they had already made up their
minds prior to the meeting. One commission member even interrupted the
MVNA attorney, John Duggan, asking him to move on quickly or "we'll be
here til midnight", this after Mr. Duggan had spoken for only about 10 min
and Mr.Tutera and John Peterson had spoken for an hour...and we were all
there til midnight! Another member, so that it appeared she cared about
the nearby residents, continued to ask inane questions, none of which
addressed density. She asked Mr.Tutera to define his term of "Senior
Citizen" and debated the construction timeline. It was obvious there was
pressure on the commission to push this through and interestingly
enough,the only member who had previously addressed the "elephant in the
room" (the size of the project) resigned shortly before the meeting because
he no longer lived in PV. (With a PV home for sale, he has lived out of PV for
several months, but still served on the commission.) Mr. Vaughn was even
quoted in the paper as having said "I don't like the plan, but it's reasonable."
Reasonable isn't good enough; this plan does not fit the Village Vision nor
the Golden Factors and you are being insensitive to the residents who border
this property. One commission member did vote against this proposal
because of its size and many personally applauded him for voting with
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integrity and his constituents in mind. The MVNAssociation is only asking for
this facility to be scaled back.
I have lived in Prairie Village for 36 yrs and am appalled and sickened by
what I have witnessed from my city government in the last 2 yrs. Many of you
are acting without any regard for the citizens or as puppets for the developer
and not thinking independently with your heart and mind. You would feel
differently if you lived near the property. I urge you to reconsider this project,
based on its density, and vote against the present plan for Mission Chateau
on Sept. 4. Send it back for further reduction!
Sincerely, Susan Hubbard
Ron

Johnson

Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2013 9:51 PM
To: Ashley Weaver; Dale Warman
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Support for the Mission Chateau development
Dear Prairie Village Council Members and City Clerk,
As the Executive Director of the Kansas City Autism Training Center, I work
and shop in Prairie Village and have spent considerable time studying the
proposed Tutera Mission Chateau development, as it may have future
implications for our organization.
While not a PV resident, I believe the project makes dollars and sense in an
uncertain economy and will provide significant benefits to seniors in your
community.
Several years ago we attempted to purchase a small school building from the
City of RP; Roeland Park Elementary. The City purchased the building for
approximately $750,000. A number of residents in the community did not
want the building to return as a school. As a result of a simple majority
Council vote, the building was removed from sale and demolition at a cost of
approximately $125,000. In june this year, news sources reported that RP
would have a $700,000 budget shortfall if a major business moved from their
community (Walmart).
These unrelated decisions have a related impact. A solid proposal like the
Mission Chateau development will benefit PV today and in the future.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Ron Johnson

Jack and Liz

Kaufman

Date: August 16, 2013, 16:03:10 CDT
To: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
Dear Sir: We support the Mission Chateau project and will consider it as a
retirement homel.
Jack and Liz Kaufman, 242 Arapahoe Ciircle, Lake Quivira, Kansas 66217

Pat

Kaufman

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 7:48 AM
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To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau/NO
Dear City Council, I don't live anywhere near Mr. Tutera's development. I live
in Indian Fields, so this in not a NIMBY issue for me. I simply don't think this
development is a fit for Prairie Village. It will cost too much. I tire of hearing
that it's for Prairie Village retirees. How many of us will really be able to
afford to live there?? Why won't Mr. Tutera tell us what it will cost. I doubt
that my husband and I could afford a Villa there. I don't want to see Prairie
Village become the "old folks home" of Johnson County.
Please vote against this development.
Sincerely,
Pat Kauman
4307 W. 63 Terr.

Bruce

Kershenbaum

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 10:08 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Mayor
Subject: In favor of Mission Chateau
Dear Council Member and Mayor:
I have been a resident of Leawood Kansas (approx 86th & Mission Road) for
18 years along with my family and many friends. I understand why Mission
Valley School closed and further see the need for additional senior housing.
My house is one such house that was occupied by an older couple and my
wife and I completely renovated it and we plan on staying here for years.
The city needs to allow this type of development as well as the tax income
that can be generated for the same..
As you very well know, in the development business from the developers
side or city government side, there ill always be "NIMBY's". This project is
perfect in terms of location and use and overall plan. The City Planning
Commission has done an outstanding job of overseeing the planning
process..
Please vote in favor of Mission Chateau.
Bruce Kershenbaum
8515 Ensley Place
Leawood, KS 66206

Bethany

Klug

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 9:26 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: FW: Tutera Mission Chateau Update #15, August 8, 2013
Dear City Clerk,
I support Mission Chateau!
Thank you!
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Bethany Klug, DO
Bethany Klug DO is now HealthSpan
www.healthspankc.com
1900 W 75th ST, STE 250
Prairie Village, KS 66208
913-642-1900
913-642-1901 (fax)
Please call our office if your situation is urgent. Call 911 or go to your
nearest emergency department for emergencies.
The contents of this message are intended only for the use of the person(s)
to which they are addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information. Further, any medical information herein is confidential and
protected by law. It is unlawful for unauthorized persons to use, review, copy,
disclose, or disseminate confidential medical information. If you are not the
intended recipient, immediately advise the sender and delete this message
and any attachments. Any distribution, or copying of this message, or any
attachment, is prohibited.
From: Jamie Davidson [mailto:JamieD@Tutera.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 8:02 AM
To: Jamie Davidson
Subject: Tutera Mission Chateau Update #15, August 8, 2013
Dear Supporters:
We are very pleased to report that on Tuesday night the Prairie Village
Planning Commission has recommended the Special Use Permit and
the Site Plan by voting 5-1 in favor of Mission Chateau. The plan now
proceeds to the City Council for consideration on September 3rd.
The Mission Chateau Team thanks you for your continued support of our
vision to bring the first state-of-the-art, rental-based Continuum of Care
Retirement Community to Prairie Village.
We need your help in turning your support of Mission Chateau into action.
Please attend a very important City Council Meeting on
September 3rd at 7:30 p.m. at the Municipal Building
located at 7700 Mission Road Prairie Village KS 66208.
At this public hearing, the City Council will consider the Site Plan approved
and endorsed by the Planning Commission and the City Staff. This plan
includes all the significant changes presented at the July 2nd work session.
In addition to public comment, we expect a vote on the plan by the City
Council that night! Please make plans to attend this critical meeting to
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show your support of the project.
You are also invited to attend our upcoming INFORMATIONAL EVENTS and
COFFEE bar at Urban Table in Prairie Village - between 7:00 AM and 10:00
AM on August 14th, 2013, and August 21st, 2013. Please invite others that
seek information and want to learn how to support Mission Chateau. Also
watch the Kansas City Star, 913 Section, for details on upcoming events.
Please write the City Clerk
Without your support emails, your voice is not heard! Please send
your written comments of support to cityclerk@pvkansas.com
Please encourage friends, neighbors, and family members to send a
letter of support as well.
To support our cause, we ask you to help us identify five (5) additional Prairie
Village residents who support Quality Senior Living Residences in Prairie
Village. Provide the contact information for these supporters, and we will
gladly reach out to those individuals to grow our support.
Our waiting list to become a member of the Mission Chateau community
continues to grow every day. We have been overwhelmed by the positive
responses from the community and the many people that want to live in the
proposed development. Please encourage your friends and family to contact
Ryan or Jamie to discuss the living options available at this one-of-a-kind,
rental-based, state-of-the-art, senior living community.
For questions or more information, please don’t hesitate to call the office at
(816) 444-0900, or:
Ryan Fischer, Director of Managed Care, ryanf@tutera.com or (913) 5154257
Jamie Davidson, Regional Marketing Coordinator, jamied@tutera.com or
(913) 396-3579
Like us on Facebook to stay up to date on the latest developments:
www.facebook.com/MissionChateauPV
On behalf of the Tutera Group and the Mission Chateau Team, please
accept our sincere thanks for your continued support!
Sincerely,
Ryan and Jamie
Brad and
Raleigh

Lang

Sent: Friday, August 09, 2013 10:08 AM
To: dwarman@pvkansas.com
Subject: Mission Chateau support
Mr. Warman-Ms. Weaver-Although we live just outside of Prairie Village in Mission Hills, we
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nonetheless wanted to share our enthusiastic support for the Mission
Chateau development. As a couple who hopes to stay in the area long term,
we're excited about the prospect of having the area's only rental-based, full
continuum of care senior living community as retirement living option
available to us. Additionally, we believe the developer has been very
responsive in modifying the scope/size of the project in response to adjacent
neighbor's concerns.
We know there has been a small but very vocal faction that has been
aggressively opposed to the project, so I wanted to be sure to add our vote of
support to the conversation and ongoing dialogue.
Thanks for your service to Prairie Village, and for the opportunity to share our
support of the project.
Brad and Raleigh Lang
6727 Rainbow Avenue
Mission Hills, KS 66208
Loring

Leifer

Sent: Friday, August 16, 2013 5:36 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Andrew Wang; Michael Kelly; Dennis Enslinger
Subject: I hope you will support the Mission Chateau project
Hello City Clerk et al,
I’d like to go on record in support of the Mission Chateau project. I applaud
the Planning Commission for working through the issues with Mission
Chateau and recommending approval of the project. I believe it is in the best
interest of the greatest number of Prairie Village residents to see this project
built. It should add vitality to our community, bringing jobs, increased tax
revenue, and needed service to the city.
The fact that Prairie Village could negotiate this project without any TIF
funding speaks is a real coupe. I hope that the city council will follow the
Planning Commission’s recommendation and approve the project—and not
be cowed by the well-organized group of naysayers that are acting in the
self-interest of a few.
Thank you for your attention.
Regards,
Loring Leifer
7301 Booth Street
Prairie Village, KS 66208

John

Martin

Sent: Tue, Aug 20, 2013 8:02 am
Subject: Mission Chateau
Ron and Dave,
I'm in complete support of the Mission Chateau project.
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John Martin
4303 West 93rd Terrace
Prairie Village, KS 66207
Bob

McElwain

Date: August 25, 2013, 19:56:03 CDT
To: <cclark@pvkansas.com>, David Morrison <dmorrison@pvkansas.com>,
<cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Cc: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com.>
Subject: Mission Valley Development
Without going through all the details as to why the Mission Chateau is an
incredibly bad idea, here’s just one detail that has stuck with me. “The
estimated cost of Mission Chateau to Prairie Village taxpayers using
the 2013 budget is over $450,000 per year. These costs include public
works, public safety, solid waste etc. This means we will be paying for
the developer to make profits if the city council approves this project!”
I storngly object to this project and have no idea why it has even gotten this
far.
Bob McElwain
Robert J. McElwain
Sterneck Capital Management,
Member, FINRA Dispute Resolution Board of Arbitrators
NACM@KC.RR.Com
RMcElwain@SterneckCapital.Com

Ira

McKee

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 8:56 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: MISSION CHATEAU
KUDOS to the Planning Commission for doing the RIGHT thing in approving
the Tutera Groups proposal for the Mission Chateau. I now live in Leawood
and drive by the sight almost daily and I think the plan approved Tuesday
evening is the very best use of that property and I've had relatives in Tutera
nursing facilities and they provide exemplary care. Their employees are first
rate and work there because they love their jobs and they love their
employer. I'm very curious as to the reason for the politics that keeps
slowing this project. I urge the council to do The RIGHT THING for Prairie
Village and the immediate neighborhood and approve the entire project as
the planning committee has recommended. To not do this will raise serious
questions as to the political motivation behind it.
Sincerely,
IRA W. McKEE, JR
4302 West 111th TERRACE
LEAWOOD KS. 66211

Jayme

Merklein

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 8:41 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
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Subject: PRO Mission Chateau
To the Prairie Village Planning Commission and City Council,
I'm writing to give my wholehearted approval of the proposed Mission
Chateau project. I'm a young professional landscape architect (though in no
way affiliated with the project) and I think the plans and renderings look
beautiful. This upscale senior housing is hardly a "massive development",
and I find it odd that most of the signs you see in opposition to the project are
in Leawood. Leawood has plenty of opportunities to add to their tax base, but
Prairie Village has few. This project would be an excellent chance to bring
revenue to our city while also developing an eyesore of a vacant school. The
company has shown that they don't cut corners and are evidently very willing
to work with the neighbors to provide adequate buffers. I hardly think the
neighbors need to worry about the residents of this facility keeping them up
with their partying and booming base music coming from their Buicks.
I hope I'm not too late in writing this, but if you're still taking input, my
husband and I are definitely PRO (non)MASSIVE DEVELOPMENT!
Thank you for your time,
Jayme K. Merklein
7639 Ash Street
Prudence

Miller

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 5:00 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Fwd: Mission Chateau
Dear Council Member:
I am writing to you to express my support for the proposed Mission Chateau
senior living residences being considered for the former Mission Valley
Middle School site.
It's my opinion that this project will be an asset to the area. I see a number of
positive benefits to the community to the community....one of those is the
aging residents that will still be able to remain in the area that have are
familiar with. And the addition tax revenue that I feel our community needs. I
have seen the plans and I'm impressed with the design and I feel it will be
better then any other possibilities.
I appreciate how the Tutera Group has listened to the needs of our
community and how it has modified its plans in response to those concerns. I
am pleased that the Planning Commission and the City. The development
will provide parks, walking paths, and beautiful improvements to the
neighborhood, particularly the improvements along Mission Road.
I believe a vocal minority has been doing most of the talking up to this point.
I just wanted to be sure to register my strong vote of support for the project.
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Sincerely,
Prudence Miller

Robert

Myers

Date: 08/16/2013 2:57 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy <jhmundy@pvkansas.com>,Mayor
<rlsarch@aol.com>
Cc: Dale Warman <Dwarman1@kc.rr.com>,Ashley Weaver
<ashleykc123@gmail.com>,jamied@tutera.com
Subject: Mission Chateau Project - Supporting our Senior Citizens

To: City of Prairie Village
Subj: Mission Chateau Project [ www.facebook.com/MissionChateauPV ]
I sent my first letter of Affirmation/support for Tutera Group's Mission
Chateau Project on July 1,2013. This message is to update you on the
opposition contacts we've received this past week.
Citizens in the vicinity of the Mission Chateau Project have apparently
ramped-up their selfish, biased, anti-Senior Citizen campaign to include more
ugly yard signs, and added the much more ugly phone calls to Prairie Village
residences to rail against this project. I and several of my neighbors have
received calls from a young male voice claiming to represent "Action Alert."
When asked who or what "Action Alert" is, he stammered and hung-up on
my neighbor.
When I was graced by his call, he asked for my opinion on having a "Big Box
Senior Housing Complex" replace the park area that used to be Mission
Valley Middle School. I told him that as I understood, the recently downsized
project's population would only be similar to a combination of Claridge Court
and Benton House senior facilities that are already in Prairie Village and are
full with waiting-lists of applicants. He claimed that it would be the "Largest
senior care center in Kansas," and needed to be stopped, or severely
downsized, to properly fit into the quiet residential area. I reminded him that
the five or six blocks to the north are densely commercial, and suitable to a
retirement community's proximity. Also, I reminded him of the hundreds of
sometimes loud and raucous teenagers who previously attended classes
there, and of the hundreds of cars that used to stream thru the streets and
drive-thru at the school twice per day, generating traffic congestion certainly
much thicker than a bunch of oldsters would create. He then curtly thanked
me for my opinion and hung up after I said I was interested in moving there
when the project is completed so I may stay in my "hometown" Prairie Village
instead of having to move out to Olathe, or to Lenexa, where the "largest
senior facility in Kansas (Lakeview Village)" is actually located, and it has a
senior population over three (3) times larger than what Mission Chateau was
originally proposed to hold.
As you may assume, I am FULLY in favor of the Mission Chateau Project,
and would welcome having it larger, if possible, so it could hold many of my
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retired and soon-to-retire neighbors.
Thank you for your consideration,
Robert B. Myers / 5304 West 64th Terrace / Prairie Village, KS 66208-1348
Jori

Nelson

Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 8:54 PM
To: Ashley Weaver; Ruth Hopkins; Dale Warman; Michael Kelly; David Belz;
Andrew Wang; Laura Wassmer; Steve Noll; David Morrison; Charles Clark;
Ted Odell; Brooke Morehead; Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: The validity of the Todd Appraisal
Dear City Council,
I am writing to express my disappointment at the outcome of the Planning
Commission meeting on Tuesday night. It was a disgrace. The blatant
favoritism toward the developer over the hundreds and hundreds and
hundreds of tax-paying residents was astounding . They appeared rude,
disrespectful, and unprofessional. When Ms. Vennard interrupted the MVNA
attorney two minutes into his presentation telling him that he needed to hurry
up or we would be there all night was shocking. The fact that Mr. Peterson
was allowed to go on and on and on and continue to speak after the
presentations were officially over and the public session was closed was
wrong.
The “facts” that Mr. Peterson and Mr. Williams provided to the Commission
regarding the Todd Appraisal was limited. I’m not sure why Ms. Wallerstein
said that she only received that information on a thumb drive that afternoon
and didn’t really have a chance to read the entire report. It had been posted
to the City website since May. How can she be so unprepared to vote on a
proposal that will forever change the face of Prairie Village?
Below are the FACTS as stated inside the Todd Appraisal with pages
noted:
This consultation was performed with the understanding that Mission
Chateau will be based upon the plans provided. Any changes, even
like/kind changes diminish the applicability of the report in relation to the
subject and can ultimately result in opinions that do not have relevance to the
subject when complete. (p.60)
Brookwood Elementary :
Recent data was unavailable as there were no interior sales adjacent to
Brookwood. (p.32)
Indian Woods Middle School:
(p.33) The differences are too significant:
a) Residential area with few busy streets.
b) School is sitting on an entire city block.
c) No residents adjacent to property
Pioneer Middle School: (page39)
Various surveys were run with inconclusive results due to distress, lack
of sales, inclusion of aberrant sales, with foreclosures and without.
Brighton Gardens: (p.44-45) – Only the properties on the south side of
W. 71st Street and Cherokee are affected by the development.
Other influences that were not considered included homes in close
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proximity to the multifamily development to the west, commercial to
southwest and homes fronting W. 75th Street to the south.
There were only three sales that have closed since January 2009 that are
affected by Brighton Gardens. The immediate area was determined to be
most relevant as direct competitors for those properties adjacent to Brighton
Gardens
Affected Sales: Average: $198,316
***However, using the Johnson County Appraiser’s Office the figures are not
in line with the actual 4 homes that are adjacent to property:
7108 Cherokee Drive: $164,100 Rental Property
7112 Cherokee Drive: $176,900
7116 Cherokee Drive: $186,800
7120 Cherokee Drive: $154,300
Village Shalom - Otherwise, the Village Shalom development is on more
acreage and is of similar size to the subject property. (p.48) The search for
market reaction is limited to Beverly Street which is the only residential
street adjacent to Village Shalom. The search for affected properties
only yielded one sale which is directly affected by the development. Due to
the lack of data a survey of the market in years prior to the credit crisis was
performed. As this is based on a single sale this data cannot be
considered conclusive. (p.49)
Santa Marta - Santa Marta is one of the newer care facilities in Johnson
County and appears to be very competitive with the subject property except
in regard to location. The market around Santa Marta has experienced
significant distress over the last five years. (p.51).
For the purposes for comparison, the Santa Marta market is simply too
chaotic to reliably draw conclusions. (p.55)
The comparable location will still be utilized mostly due to lack of other
comparable developments.
Proximity to Unimproved School Grounds
In regard to the questions as to the effect of the Mission Chateau
development, the available evidence is subject to interpretation. There
were no similar circumstances which could be substituted exactly to
discover market reactions. (p.56)
*Information that was researched and should not be considered part of the
Todd Appraisal Report.
To summarize:
Proposal has changed several times since May. It is not relevant to
current proposal and should not be taken into consideration.
Throughout this report, it stated that the properties chosen as
comparisons were not, in fact, comparisons at all.
There are no other properties in all of Johnson County that can
compare themselves to this 358,040 sq. ft proposal in a R1a
residential zoned neighborhood, on an 18 acre site, with property
values over $1M.
Please vote NO for the Tutera proposal. It will destroy the character of this
neighborhood and our City.
J. Nelson
Jori

Nelson

Date: August 25, 2013, 10:51:40 CDT
To: <aweaver@pvkansas.com>, <snoll@pvkansas.com>,
<awang@pvkansas.com>, <rhopkins@pvkansas.com>,
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<dbelz@pvkansas.com>, <dwarman@pvkansas.com>,
<mkelly@pvkansas.com>, <bmorehead@pvkansas.com>,
<lwassmer@pvkansas.com>, <todell@pvkansas.com>,
<cclark@pvkansas.com>, <dmorrison@pvkansas.com>
Cc: <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Traffic Study Invalid
City Council,
The traffic study that was completed on the Mission Valley site was invalid for
many reasons including:
a) Peak times for the school was not between 5:00 – 6:00 p.m. school
was out at 3:45 p.m.
b) The student count was incorrect. There were 440 students and 49
staff. They never contacted the Shawnee Mission School District to
confirm the numbers. *SMSD (July, 2013)
c) They didn’t take into account that there was 8 buses filled with an
average 38 students each. (not in cars) *SMSD
d) 11% students walk to school. (not in cars) *National Institute of
Health (Oct. 2007)
e) At least 10 carpools (not in single cars) *Prairie Village Safe Routes
to School (Dec. 2007)
f) There was approximately 220 trips/2 times a day for a total of 440
trips a day
g) 440 trips a day x 5 days a week = 2,220 trips a week x 36 weeks =
Mission Valley: 79,920 trips a school year
h) Using Tutera’s numbers:
a. 1,078 daily trips
b. 1,078 x 365 days a year = 393,470 trips a year
c. Mission Chateau will generate 5 TIMES the traffic on Mission
Road
Do you really believe that the traffic will decrease? How could that even be
possible? Common sense will tell you that a project of this magnitude will
generate more traffic and not less traffic!
I’m urging you to vote NO. This development will have a negative impact on
the character of the neighborhood and traffic is one of the key details that will
impact the entire neighborhood daily.
Thank you,
Jori Nelson
Marion and
Jeanne

Nickel

Sent: Thu, Aug 15, 2013 9:29 pm
Subject: Mission Valley Development
To all our elected officials in Prairie Village-We are asking you to please vote NO on the upcoming vote regarding the
construction of the Tutera project. No reasons have ever been given for the
planning commission’s positive votes for this project. I think you, as the city’s
elected officials, owe the people of Prairie Village an explanation for this very
unpopular, huge plan, and how it has come this far. Does the city stand to
make a lot of money? If so, what other budgetary plans have been put
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forward? We know that the developers and builders think they will profit. I
hope you will enlighten the citizens of Prairie Village.
In our opinion, this project is too big, does not provide enough parking, and
will be the fourth retirement community on Mission Road between 71 Street
and 95 Street. Together with the community on Somerset, it will be the fifth.
There is no need for another one in this area.
There are simply too many negative consequences for our city, including the
probability of a reduction in property values.
Please vote NO for this project.
Sincerely,
Marion & Jeanne Nickel
4716 W. 81 Street
Prairie Village, Ks. 66208
Durl

O’Neill

Date: August 17, 2013, 12:21:34 CDT
To: "cityclerk@pvkansas.com" <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>,
"ryanf@tutera.com" <ryanf@tutera.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
Reply-To: wade oneil <wadeoandcathyo@yahoo.com>
Being a resident of Johnson County for over 58 years, living in Prairie Village
for 6 years living now in Leawood, I wish to offer strong support for the
proposed Mission Chateau Complex.
All of my children attended Mission Valley Middle School so I know the area.
This would be the perfect location for this needed facility for Senior Living in
Prairie Village. I wish to become a resident of Mission Chateau which would
allow me to continue living in the place I call home, Prairie Village, KS. I am
requesting your support for Mission Chateau.
Thank You
Durl W. O'Neil, D.D.S.

Tanya and
Les

Palmer

Date: 08/16/2013 1:01 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy <jhmundy@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Supporting Mission Chateau Project
We want the city council to approve this project. We want to stay in our
neighborhood when we need to downsize - Mission Chateau's location
is very attractive to us.
We have been PV residents for 27 years and would like to continue to
live, shop (and pay taxes in PV) for many more years.
Tanya Palmer
Tanya & Les Palmer
8806 Birch Lane
Prairie Village, KS 66207
913-649-7420
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PalmerCoMedia@aol.com
Maggi

Pivovar

Date: August 25, 2013, 21:55:33 CDT
To: "cityclerk@pvkansas.com" <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
Reply-To: maggi pivovar <maggipks@yahoo.com>
Dear City Of PV, City Council Members, and City Clerk,
I have never written a letter to a city council member, a state legislator or
even the president before. But I feel I cannot sit and keep quiet about this
issue facing PV. I have lived here my entire life and am raising my four
children here because of the small town feel of this special and unique
community. I am strongly opposed to the Mission Chateau development plan
for several reasons. Though I am a healthcare professional in home health
and often treat patients in assisted living, memory care, independent living,
etc I do not agree with the proposed project in Prairie Village.
It is completely out of character for the area. This is the type of facility one
would most likely find in South Johnson County, Olathe or another location
with adequate highway access, and space...not crammed into a box in
Prairie Village surrounded by existing homes in a small community. The size
is absolutely enormous, and reducing it by small percentages will do little to
change my mind. I think about noise and traffic during times of personnel
shift changes. frequent ambulance noise and more. This place will employ
dozens, if not hundreds of people, who will be using Mission Road as their
primary route to and from work. This area is residential, not largely
commercial. Homeowners in the immediate area property will see a decline
in their property values which is not beneficial to them or the city.
This area would be better suited for a private school, a church or other type
of use that will preserve the existing green space, not increase noise and
traffic to a great extent, and maintain property values.
I do not want to be a part of the traffic, noise, congestion between Corinth
and Ranchmart that is going to take over Mission Road. Mission Chateau is
better suited to a large, open area still under development elsewhere in
Johnson County or Kansas City. There are many other places in Prairie
Village, or close-by that provide adequate assisted living and other levels of
care--I know because I work in them.
I really hope my voice will be heard by my council-members, and you will
vote NO to Mission Chateau.
Sincerely,
Maggi Pivovar,
Lifelong resident of Prairie Village
Wife to John, Mom to Mitchell, Blase, Ben and Grant
Home Health Occupational Therapist
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Jose

Ramirez

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 11:46 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Jamie Davidson
Subject: Please on right decision
We at Moss, a small printing company in mission kansas greatly appreciate
the possibility of this amazing project. It will draw much needed business to
many local business like myself. Please do what you can to move forward
and keep us hoping for more business to feed our families.
Thank You!
Jose Ramirez
Moss Printing

Abby

Raynolds

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 6:29 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Valley Development
Dear City Clerk,
I’m against the Tutera Group project for many reasons. I live 5 houses down
from the current front door of the shuttered school. The massive size of the
project is not in keeping with single family homes in this neighborhood. Many
of us have made it more than clear that we don’t want or welcome such a
huge development, yet the deep pockets of the Tutera Group has already
swayed the planning commission. Your job as a city council member is to
hear all sides of an issue and make the best decision.
Under the second Golden Factor, it states, the zoning and properties
nearby. This property is zoned R1a single family, as is 65% of the
surrounding neighborhood. This has the largest residential surrounding than
any other senior living homes anywhere. Why would you allow this project
that is huge in this neighborhood? I also understand that you only need one
reason to vote it down. This is the reason to vote no.
VOTE NO to Mission Chateau.
Thank you,
Abby Raynolds
3707 W. 84th Terrace
Prairie Village, KS

Mary and
Richard

Raynolds

Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 2:55 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Mayor; Ashley Weaver; Dale Warman
Subject: Mission Chateau endorsement

After living in PV for over 47 years, we're pleased to hear that Mission
Chateau will be offering new opportunities for senior citizen living in a highend life style community, including the appeal of both ownership and rental
options. While we're healthy and able to maintain our home and landscape
at age 79, we're aware that in the not-too-distant future we'll need to consider
other available senior living accommodations. The proposed Mission Valley
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site appears to be an ideal location for this desirable project and hopefully
will supported by the council!
The Mission Chateau concept offers seniors, like us, who have long resided
in our great close-in location (and who would prefer to remain in PV), an
excellent solution to stay close to friends, family, church and local retail
shopping. What a shame it would be for the city of PV to lose senior citizens,
who have long supported the local community, to consider moving 'farther
out' in Johnson County---not to mention losing a stable economic base and
tax revenue source. Please look to future emerging needs and the assured
stability of an aging, but loyal, PV community when you decide on this
attractive proposal. Your affirmative vote will offer many long term benefits--both for Prairie Village's future, as well as its near term appeal and
convenience for its older homeowners.
Mary & Richard Raynolds
4311 Homestead Drive
DeMar

Regier

Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2013 2:51 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Ted Odell; David Belz
Subject: Mission Chateau
Dear City Clerk, Mr. Belz, and Mr. Odell,
I have lived in Prairie Village for 23 years and would like very much to
remain in this area --if and when I might need to seek a retirement
community. I am hoping the situation with the Tutera Group might be worked
out satisfactorily for both sides, but do know I support their
efforts to provide a retirement community here and hope that you might too.
Sincerely,
DeMar Regier
3706 West 79th St.
Paddock Court
P.V. Ks 66208

Margy

Ronning

Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2013 10:45 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Massive Development at Mission Valley
To Whom it May Concern via City Clerk of the City of Prairie Village:
My family, and surrounding neighbors are completely against the massive
development proposed for the area of the former Mission Valley School. As
has been noted in numerous meetings by the MVNA, the size of the
development is completely outside the realm of a land mass of that size.
In addition to this massive retirement community, there are several other
reasons, both professionally and personally, our family is against the building
of a development of this proportion.
Professionally, as a real estate agent, I know how greatly properties are
devalued when “concrete” backs to a residential home. For example, a
particular home in Red Fox, a resident of Prairie Village, went on the market
on 5/12/12. This property backs to the parking lot of Hillcrest Covenant
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Church. It’s a beautiful 2-story home that was priced at $460,000. Over the
next 14 months, the property stayed on the market. The price was lowered
constantly over those 14 months, eventually ending at $314,000. The listing
was ultimately cancelled. Over 14 months, no one would purchase that
home even when the price was lower $140,000. The statements by the
home owner of the April meeting that had their house appraised and that
appraiser said a property backing to such a development would lower the
property value 10%, was grossly incorrect. Property values are lowered
significantly more than that, if someone will ever purchase those properties
again.
In good conscience, would you want a parking lot 30 feet from your
property? What do you think it would do the value of your home? How can
people, in good conscience, do this to neighbors? This is just one example.
I could site many.
On a personal level, while these retirement communities seem popular now,
overall, the general feeling of the public is, “no one wants to live there”. As
the baby boomers ages, this group of dual income home owners, has more
wealth than “the greatest generation”. I have personal first-hand experience
of my parents, the greatest generation, having to go to two retirement
communities in this area, only to have poor care, even when the ratings are
5-Star.
My father suffered a stroke. He could no longer walk and after a 3 day
hospital stay, he was released. What do you do when a man, who cannot
walk, and still needs medical care, is released from a hospital in only 3
days? You have to scramble to try to find a place for him to go. We chose
The Forum at 95th and Mission as we had heard they had a good rehab
facility. As we went through the elevator doors, and I saw numerous older
people sitting in wheel chairs, heads hanging, I literally cried. This was no
place for my vibrant father, who just suffered a stroke. However, this was
where he stayed for eight months as my mother could not take care of him. I
pleaded with the family to have him stay at our house near 87th and Mission,
with in-home care due to the care he received at The Forum, or didn’t
receive. However, they felt, with our young children, it wasn’t the place for
my father. Without going into every detail, the facility is understaffed for
people who need continuous care. There is no communication between the
weekend and weekday staff. Everyone comes in and does the same thing to
each person, no matter what care they specifically need. There were so
many times when we came in to find trays of food from breakfast and lunch
just sitting in his room. On weekends, no one helped him get dressed. He
would be laying on a bed in a t-shirt and diaper, on wet sheets. The entire
second floor smells horrible and if there is carpet in the room, with urine, and
whatever else there is, there are so many germs. My father became ill
several times as the place, with old carpet and furniture, could never be
cleaned properly. My father passed away at The Forum in November of
2012. It was a horrible place that I will never visit again.
My mother passed away two weeks ago. At 89 years old, she lived in her
home, on her own, until June 14th, 2013. After a very short term illness,
suffering from a rare reaction to a general antibiotic, she lived at our house
for 12 days. We saw her decline daily, not knowing she was having this
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reaction. On the 12th day we called 911 where she was taken to the hospital
for 6 days. Knowing she needed constant medical care after her illness, we
visited six long term/rehab care facilities. Village Shalom was our first. We
have heard very good reports of this facility, however, she would be turned
away because the wait for the long-term care is 1.5 years. It’s the only nonprofit facility in the area. We heard the care is a 3;1 ratio, whereas all Tutera,
The Forum, The Brighton Gardens, The Sweet Life, and others are 12-15:1
ratio.
When my mother was released 6 days later, after visiting these facilities, we
chose The Sweet Life at 119th and Lamar. When we visited Brighton
Gardens, there was a storm. The lights were out and the care-givers were,
for the most part, hanging around the desks. No one was with the patients,
the long-term care patients were sitting in a dining room with only one person
providing care. Meanwhile 8 others were gabbing around a desk. We
walked all through that building un-chaperoned. No one asked who we were,
no one asked if they could help us. Finally, when we asked for help after 15
minutes, they shined a flashlight in our eyes to see who we were. We could
have been anyone and gotten away with anything for the care and attention
given to us, let alone the patients. Would you put a loved one there?
We chose The Sweet Life at 119th and Lamar. In appearance, it was
beautiful. Nicely updated, lots of people around. We were guaranteed a
level of service that seemed to meet the needs of our mother. We tried
rehab for two weeks. After that time, she said she couldn’t do it anymore.
This is a woman who was completely in charge, coherent, lovely. She was
just too week to do the exercises that were required to stay in the rehab area
and have medicare pay.
At this point, when that happens, a person goes on private pay at $9000.00
per month. With that price, you get NO doctors visits, no wheelchair, no
diabetes medicines (my mother didn’t need that). After medicare doesn’t
pay, who is the watchdog? They will say the patient is getting the same care,
but there are no longer reports, no longer any requirements by the
government. During my mother’s three week stay at The Sweet Life, family
members visited constantly, coming from out of town, to make sure her
needs were being met. However, unless you are there all day, you have no
idea what is going on. You put a loved one in these facilities because you
can’t care for them constantly. But, you have to be there all the time to watch
and make sure it’s happening. How do you do that when you work full time
and have children? It’s better to have them at your house.
Again, we found the facility to be severely understaffed. There are three
shifts. There is a severe communication problem which means management
has not trained these people to know how to communicate so each other so
patients’ needs are met. There were always different people caring for our
mother. We would ask questions and the staff would say, “I haven’t worked
in this area before.” My mother was very weak. She was supposes to go to
the long-term care after rehab was no longer viable for her. However, they
kept putting that off saying they didn’t have a room available. That turned out
to be a disaster. The people who cared for her were not apprised of her
weakened state. On her final day there, she told me they had her sitting in a
wheel chair for 3 hours. She couldn’t even lift a glass of water to her lips, yet
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they had her sit up for 3 hours in an uncomfortable wheel chair. While I sat
with her that particular evening, I sent text messages to my brother and
husband, “We have to do something else. This is not working”. To my
husband I wrote, “Mom has to come back home to our house. This is not
working.”
I left her at 8:30 pm. The next morning, I received a call from a brother in
Colorado. The facility was sending our mother to the hospital with an
accelerated heart rate. The facility said they tried to call my brother and I,
the POA’s, but couldn’t reach us. However, we had received NO calls from
them on our cell phones, the numbers given in case of emergency. In order,
they were to call my brother Michael, me, my sister Carol, then my husband.
Instead, they called a brother in Colorado, who wasn’t even on the call list if
there was an emergency. He happened to have visited the week prior and
had his number by the bed.
Our mother was back in the hospital with severe dehydration, accelerated
heart rate, and another urinary tract infection. Who was giving her water to
drink when she couldn’t do it herself? No one…who made her sit in a wheel
chair for hours on end, even when she asked to be put to bed? These socalled caregivers who walked right by her every time she asked for help. My
mother was in the hospital for 2 days, and we took her to hospice where real
care was finally given. She passed away four days later. So, I have had two
terrible experiences of dear loved ones who supposedly was being cared for
to the tune of $9000 per month for that kind of service.
I ask you, do you want another facility of that mass in your city because it’s
the Tutera’s dream? It’s not the dream of the neighbors, it’s not even going
to make money for the city. The baby boomers, and the generation X, will
find other ways to be cared for. I have already, as a real estate agent, and
from personal friends, been told they are working on other directions for their
aging years. I think they are very good and viable alternatives. You think
these facilities are the direction of the coming ages, but do we really know
that for sure? The cost of a full-time care giver from 7 a.m.-7 p.m. is around
$6000 per month. The Sweet Life was charging $9000 per month. My
mother barely ate more than a ½ cup of soup at each meal in her weakened
state. If you think people can’t afford care in their home, how will they afford
a facility. They cost the same, or more.
I live at near Roe and 87th St. I do not want this facility for it’s massive size,
the devaluing of private property surrounding and the actual care that people
receive at these “so called” care facilities. Our family will be filing a
complaint with the State of Kansas, for the care my mother received. People
need to know about these places. They get the 5-star ratings because while
people are on Medicare, there are certain rules that must be met. It still
doesn’t mean they are getting good care. Who is the watchdog after they are
no longer on Medicare. Certainly, my mother, or father did not receive care
they deserved as “the greatest generation”.
Sincerely,
Margy Ronning
4324 W. 87th St.
Prairie Village, KS 66207
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Heather

Rubesch

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 8:42 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Mayor; Michael Kelly; Andrew Wang
Subject: Re: Opposition to the Tutera Proposal at Mission Valley site
Hello! I sent the attached letter several months ago in opposition to the
Mission Chateau proposal and I wanted to reaffirm my continued opposition
to this site. Having reviewed the revised plans that were passed by the
Planning Commission I see no substantive changes that would alter my
original feelings about the project. Furthermore I have received repeated
emails, phone solicitations and junk mail pieces now from Tutera trying to
"sell" me on supporting their project. The way they are attempting to sleaze
their way into Prairie Village tells me they are not the kind of organization we
want here. The fact that when I questioned their design specifications and
concerns with it on the PV Post comments I then began getting personal
direct phone calls and emails from their hired spin doctors I find this business
practice disconcerting. Intimidation as a business practice is not what we
should be looking for in a company to partner with our city.
As I said in my earlier letter $107K in additional tax revenue for the city isn't
worth jamming an obviously square peg into a round hole. I accept that
something must be done with the Mission Valley site but I believe Prairie
Village can and will do better! Lets find a developer who wants to work with
the community not against us at every turn.
Heather Rubesch
4500 W 74th Pl
Prairie Village, KS 66208
On Mon, Jun 3, 2013 at 5:31 PM, Heather Rubesch
<kcmomof2@gmail.com> wrote:
Please add me to the list of Prairie Village residents opposed to what is being
proposed by Tutera at the Mission Valley site. Although I am a ward 3
resident who does not live near the proposed development I know how those
homeowners feel. In approximately 2001 before we lived in Prairie Village
our house was in a neighborhood that also had a zoning variance issued by
the City of Mission for construction of 3 story building adjacent to family
homes. We attended all the neighborhood meetings in support of our
neighbors who were going to have this large development literally across
their back fence and all kinds of assurances were promised regarding noise
blocking shrubs, retaining walls, etc. We were at the time across the street
from those houses most effected but we knew it would change the character
of our neighborhood. 9 years later when we sold all the houses that were
originally single family homes with young couples and kids had turned over
the rentals. Every time one of the original homeowners tried to sell the
feedback from prospective buyers was "don't want strangers / institutional
building looking in our back yard". So the houses were instead sold to rental
management companies and we had a steady stream of less than desirable
neighbors.
My understanding is that this project will only bring an increase in $107K in
additional revenue for the city. That does not seem like a cost effective trade
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off for the type of damage that is being done for our community and
neighborhood. All the studies I have seen show we have ample current
retirement facilities for the aging population of Prairie Village. The aim of this
facility is really to cast a wider net and bring Skilled Nursing rehab patients
and elderly from across the metro to Prairie Village. While I live my elderly
neighbors who share history and stories about our block and the past famous
and infamous residents, I am not in favor of importing others into our
community. If we are trying to look at the vitality of our community long term
I would rather see this space be used to attract affordable housing for young
families. I know when we were shopping for a house in the Prairie or
Belinder Elementary attendance area a house around $300K with 4
bedrooms and a two car garage was darn near impossible to find. I believe
you could sell a dozen of those and they would likely all fit in the same
current footprint of that massive Tutera development and be a whole lot more
pleasing to current neighbors and the community at large. We have
excellent schools, parks and shops that young families desire. Let's bring in
those kind of neighbors not the kind who want to make a quick for profit buck
at the expense of disrupting an established neighborhood in the heart of our
city.
Sincerely,
Heather Rubesch
4500 W 74th Place
Prairie Village, KS 66208
Mary

Russo

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2013 8:53 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau

Re: Mission Valley Development
The Honorable Ronald Shaffer
Mayor of Prairie Village, KS and City Council members
7700 Mission Road
Prairie Village, KS
Dear Mayor and Council,
As a longtime resident of Prairie Village my interest in the Mission
Valley Development comes from a neighbors’ point of view. I have
followed this development since May 2012. I have only missed one
meeting since that time. Unless it was mentioned at the one meeting
I missed, I have never heard anyone challenge Mr. Tutera’s ability to
own or operate senior living facilities nor complain about the brick,
stone or roofing material he intends to use in his development. Mr.
Tutera claims he has met or exceeded all of the issues that have
resulted from these endless meetings. His focus seems to be xxx feet
here, xxx feet there. However – from the beginning the one issue he
has not addressed is the number of “residents/patients” who will be
residing there. Reducing by 30 units in a development this size
doesn’t show good faith. As an architect, you can compute areas as
to how many people can be accommodated in such a space.
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According to Mrs. Wallerstein on the Planning Commission, VILLAGE
VISION asks that any development in the city offer community use
accommodation and useable green space. These plans do not offer
any such improvement.
I ask you to close your eyes, imagine you live within one block of this
development and think about the fact that construction of this property
is proposed to last 2 ½ to 3 years. The time line speaks for itself.
Please limit the size this development will have on our community.
Thank you for your service to Prairie Village. I understand yours will
not be an easy decision to make.
Respectfully,
Mary Russo
8348 Somerset Drive
Prairie Village, KS 66207
Brenda

Satterlee

Date: August 25, 2013, 21:39:07 CDT
To: <Cityclerk@pvkansas.com>, <mayor@pvkansas.com>,
<snoll@pvkansas.com>, <rhopkins@pvkansas.com>,
<lwassmer@pvkansas.com>, <dmorrison@pvkansas.com>,
<cclark@pvkansas.com>, <bmorehead@pvkansas.com>,
<aweaver@pvkansas.com>, <dwarman@pvkansas.com>,
<mkelly@pvkansas.com>, <awang@pvkansas.com>,
<dbelz@pvkansas.com>, <todell@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Letter Opposing the Mission Chateau Project
Dear Council Members and Mayor,
It has recently come to my attention that the Village Vision has a tool for
estimating the cost associated with residential and commercial
redevelopment projects. The formula for estimating these costs were
developed by Economic Research Associates. I discussed this cost
guideline with Quinn Bennion and he said that it was the best tool the City
had for estimating cost for these redevelopment projects. After Mr. Bennion
helped me apply the 2013 budget to the formula correctly, I was shocked to
find out that Mission Chateau will burden the city with approximately
$460,000 per year.
While cost/benefit is not a reason alone to vote for or against a project, it
appears that there is no benefit to the City as a whole. We do not prosper,
we lose green space, we add traffic to our streets, we spill almost one
hundred cars a day on the side street because of the parking shortage. This
project completely changes the character of the neighborhoods on the south
end of Prairie Village. It dominates and towers over low density, mostly
ranch style neighborhoods. It has taken the form of an isolated project for
the developer which is against the Village Vision.
It is in the best interest of the Prairie Village citizens that you vote no on this
project. I can only see one reason you would vote yes, that would be to
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support a very profitable business for the developer at the expense of the
rest of the community.
Brenda Satterlee
8600 Mission Road
Prairie Village KS 66206
C. Craig

Satterlee

Sent: Mon, Aug 26, 2013 11:15 pm
Subject: Letter to the council and Mayor Shaffer Regarding the Mission
Chateau SUP
Dear Members of the City Council and Mayor Shaffer,
You sit as the Quasi-judicial body voting on the proposed Special Use Permit
from Mr. Tutera et al. I realize this is a great responsibility and I appreciate
your indulgence.
I have a copy of the title abstracts of my property going back to February 20,
1863. The land was given to a Lieutenant Salbador Salazar by President
Abraham Lincoln. This property, has passed and been parceled though many
families over the years. The collection of title abstracts was given to me by
Steve Rose from whom I bought the property. The scenario we are facing
reminds me of a quote from our 16th president. President Lincoln once said
“Public sentiment is everything. With public sentiment, nothing can fail.
Without it, nothing can succeed”. There are people who are for this project.
However there are many more that are against it.
I watched at the city council meeting last week as you were “schooled” on the
Golden factors and the Prairie Village Zoning Regulations (19.28.035).The
discussion by Ms. Logan and Mr. Enslinger was very matter of fact. This
issue has divided the city. The developer has never honestly negotiated with
the Mission Valley Neighbors Association to come to a compromise at to
what would be acceptable. The so-called public meetings were a sham and
the planning commission was a kangaroo court. “Meeting minimal
requirements” is not enough for Prairie Village. There are many “Golden
Factors” and excerpts from 19.28.035 that justify voting against this special
use permit. Please deny this application for a special use permit. Then,
perhaps, the developer will really work with the neighbors and citizens of
Prairie Village to make a project that benefits all and repairs the damage
done to the community we call Prairie “perfect” Village.
Sincerely,
C. Craig Satterlee M.D
8600 Mission Road

Susan

Seidler

Sent: Monday, August 05, 2013 4:54 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: mission chateau
Dear Sir/Madam:
I have been a resident of Prairie Village since 1995. I fully support the
Mission Chateau project for senior living in PV.
The Tutera Group are excellent builders and operators of senior facilities and
have been very responsive to city and neighbor concerns regarding this
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project.
In addition to the improved appearance and green space proposed, the
project will provide $125,000 in direct city income from real estate taxes and
fees plus generating $1.5 million in revenue from the construction period
sales tax.
I urge you to support this project for the quality of the project and care that
will be provided for PV residents and the important revenue generated
versus a vacant school building.
Thank you for your consideration,
Susan Seidler
4301 West 87th terrace
Martha

Shackelford

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 10:50 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: NO MASSIVE DEVELOPMENT - MVNA

Please vote No to the Mission Chateau project. I am against the Tutera
Group project for many reasons. This skilled nursing facility is not suitable
for our residential neighborhood. It is too huge, too expensive for taxpayers,
not needed with all the other nursing home facilities in PV and the property is
zoned R1a.
Please listen to the taxpayers and residents on this issue. It would be a
blight on our city.
Thank you,
Martha Shackelford
Betsy

Sheets

Sent: Thu, Aug 8, 2013 8:11 am
Subject: YES MIssion Chateau
Mr. Warman and Ms. Weaver,
I wanted to send you a quick email to let you know that I am 100% FOR the
building of Mission Chateau. I am think a well maintained facility with
beautiful landscaping is far better than other things that could be built in that
space. I hope you will vote for this development and move it forward. The
only thing I would rather see is an indoor soccer facility which clearly is not
up for consideration.
Thank you
Betsy Sheets

Betsy

Sheets

> Wed, 21 Aug 2013 06:51:01 -0700 (PDT)
>From: Elizabeth Adele Sheets <betsy@angrydog.net>
>X-ASG-Orig-Subj: YES to Mission Chateau
>Subject: YES to Mission Chateau
>Date: Wed, 21 Aug 2013 08:50:57 -0500
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>To: <snoll@pvkansas.com>, "dwarman@pvkansas.com"
<dwarman@pvkansas.com>, <rhopkins@pvkansas.com>,
<mkelly@pvkansas.com>, <awang@pvkansas.com>,
<lwassmer@pvkansas.com>, <bmorehead@pvkansas.com>,
> <dmorrison@pvkansas.com>, <cclark@pvkansas.com>,
><dbelz@pvkansas.com>, <todell@pvkansas.com>
>
>Council Members,
I am writing you to ask that you vote FOR the Mission Chateau project. I
believe it is a well thought out plan that will bring vitality to an otherwise
abandoned space. Some residents complain but they are not the majority
and they are not thinking of what else could be put there. The proposed plan
will be a nicely kept facility where many of us can have our aging parents live
one day. It also produces revenue for our city.
The only other thing I would like to see in that space is an indoor sports
facility, but that is not being proposed and is likely not profitable. Therefore, I
think the retirement community is a great choice.
>
>I hope you will not let the complaints of a few distract from why is good for
our community.
>I for one vote for Mission Chateau and I hope you will too.
>
>Thank you
>Betsy Sheets
>6710 Granda Lane
Tony

Sheets

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 8:22 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy; Ashley Weaver
Subject: Mission Valley Site/ Tutera Plan
Hello,
I am a Prairie Village resident at 6710 Granada Lane.
I just wanted to drop a quick note to state that I am in favor of the proposed
redevelopment of the Mission Valley site.
The plans show a beautiful community that will serve our aging population.
This is a great use of space, I can think of a million less desirable options
(including a vacant school for the next 15 years as other ideas get shot
down.)
Don't let a vocal minority impede progress.
tony sheets
tsheets@umzuzu.com

Ross

Singer

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2013 10:30 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: MISSION CHATEAU
Importance: High
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Good Morning, My name is Ross Singer. I was born and raised at 85th and
Roe band went to Meadow Brook junior high back at the time I wanted to
relay my opinion about Joe Tutera's plan for Mission Chateau. I have known
Joe for over 20 years,and I personally know that his planning for this area will
be a real BENEFIT to Prairie Village. I know it will be a beautiful addition to
the Prairie Village area. .He always strives to be a real benefit to the
communities where he has purchased or built community living areas . I
know bit will be one of the most beautiful additions to the Prairie Village
area. It truly is the best location in the area for what he has planned. I have
seen a lot of senior living facilities, and have been following Mission Chateau
on the website. I understand what Joe Tutera says when he says quality
lifestyle for seniors. There is a difference between assisted living and
memory care. Independent living is not assisted living. Having high quality
residences and the choice and range of services is very appealing to me, my
family, friends and parents. I was glad that the planning Commission
approved the plan and would be very disappointed if it was not, Sincerely,
Ross Singer, Division Manager, United Office Products
Joyce

Smith

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 9:16 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Cc: Michael Kelly; mmayor@pvkansas.com; Ruth Hopkins;
bmoorehead@pvkansas.com; Andrew Wang
Subject: Mission Valley site
I would like to repeat my stand against the prosed Mission Chateau project. It
is simply Out of Character for our neighborhood. We have heard many
glorious speeches from Joe Tutera about how the residents of Prairie Village
are going to flock to his development. Yet, the majority of residents at Benton
House came from outside of Prairie Village & outside the state of Kansas.
They were moved to Benton House by their adult children who wanted mom
or dad closer to them. This did not open more housing for young families as
Joe Tutera has predicted. It is unfortunate that Joe is turning hard facts to
fancy to get your support.
During the month of July Joe removed 40 parking spaces from his plan & this
greatly disturbs me. I live in Corinth Meadows & I do not want my tranquil
neighborhood turned into an employee parking lot. With the number of
residents, visitors, auxiliary employees such as various therapists, home
health care personnel & regular employees, I am not convinced there will be
adequate parking.
Another factor that GREATLY concerns me is the shift change at 3:00 and
the dismissal of Corinth Elementary at 3:10. The safety of the of the students
should be one of our main reasons to vote NO for the special use permit.
Also, Shawnee Mission East dismisses at 2:40 & that also adds more traffic
to Mission Road during the shift change.
PLEASE VOTE NO FOR THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT!!!!!!
Joyce Smith
3611 W 84th St.
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Mike

Snyder

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 10:40 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: misson valley
As a resident at 7909 Granada PV I am very concerned about the high
density senior living facility being proposed at the former Mission Valley
school.

The project does not coincide with the long term vision that we need to
attract young tax paying family's to our city. Green space being deleted ,lack
of additional tax base and density of elderly causing risk to services and
safety are major concerns.

I VOTE NO. Regards,

Paul

Temme

Mike Snyder
WEB Products, Inc
Date: 08/16/2013 5:06 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy <jhmundy@pvkansas.com>
Cc: Andrew Wang <awang@kceyeclinic.com>
Subject: I support the Mission Chateau Project Wholeheartedly
Dear Madam/Sir:
Please register my enthusiastic support of the Mission Chateau project
proposed by the Tutera Group and approved by the Prairie Village Planning
Commission. I am very pleased that we can attract a development of this
sort without any TIF funding that helps us to maintain a vibrant community
that keeps our seniors within our bounds.
Paul Temme
7301 Booth St
Prairie Village, KS 66208

William and
Judy

Toalson

Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2013 7:55 PM
To: Mayor
Cc: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: Mission Chateau Project

Mayor Shaffer: Now that the voting format has changed, my husband and I,
who support and more than that, want Mission Chateau to be our future
home, did want your vote to include our thoughts of why we, residents of
Mission Hills and now Prairie Village for over 45 years, do not welcome even
the thought of moving south to 135th street. It is inconceivable to believe
that our own home town doesn't want us as we age, hopefully even
gracefully, and no threat at all to their quality of life, their property values,
and certainly no threat to the well being of their children. Please read my
better thought out letter to our councilmen attached below.
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We thank you, in advance, for your reading of our concerns.
Dr. William and Judy Toalson
Toalson
wtoalson@kc.rr.com

Erinn

Vogts

> To Whom it Concerns:
>
> In reading the recent update on news@prairievillage, I noticed that you
have no record of my May 2, 2013 to both of our Councilmen, Mike Kelly and
Andrew Wang. I did not realize at the time that I also needed to have a copy
of my letter on record with the City Clerk for it to be entered as
correspondence in favor of the Mission Chateau Residence Project.
>
> Below is the attachment of that letter, dated May 2, 2013. Please include
this as another voice in favor of this project. We are hoping that our own
Prairie Village neighbors (many were the children that we raised) of 45+
years will step up to accept and care for their senior residents as we did for
them and their schools throughout those many years. Now we need their
patience and concern to keep us near, safe and happy in Prairie Village.
>
> Thank you, Judy and Bill Toalson
>
3208 W. 71st Street
>
Prairie Village, KS 66208
>
> Judy Toalson
> wtoalson@kc.rr.com
Date: 08/18/2013 12:52 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy <jhmundy@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission Chateau
I am in full support of allowing Mission Chateau to occupy the former Mission
Valley school site. Their plans seem to provide a wonderful opportunity to
use that area in a community friendly way.
Erinn Vogts
4200 W 67th Terr.
Prairie Village, KS 66208

Frances

Whitecotton

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 2:44 PM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: FW: Support of Mission Chateau Project
Re: City Council Vote on 09/03/13
Mission Chateau Project
I am fully in support of the proposed Mission Chateau Project at 83rd and
Mission Road. I believe this will be an excellent use of the former school
grounds. This will enable people who have lived in Prairie Village for years
to remain in the community, when the need for a retirement facility becomes
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a need or necessity, rather than relocating to another city or state. I think
the project fits well with other architectural design in the neighborhood. I do
not believe this project would add to traffic in the area, any more than the
massive influx of traffic at the school twice daily, at the time people are
commuting to and from work.
I look forward to seeing the project built and hopefully making this my
retirement home in the future.
Sincerely,
Frances Whitecotton
5311 W. 72nd Terr.
Prairie Village, KS 66208
Lou

Williams

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 10:51 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Cc: louandjack@aol.com
Subject: Mission Chateau project
To: Prairie Village City Clerk:
I am strongly in favor of the Mission Chateau senior living project at the
Mission Valley Middle School location.
It appears to be a beautiful senior residence—one I might very well occupy in
a few years! The frontage landscaping is gorgeous—far more attractive
visually than the former school and its grounds! I should think that the
economic benefits to our city would be substantial, as well—from a tax
revenue standpoint and from increased patronage of local businesses by the
Chateau’s residents, staff and visitors.
My great fear is that a few very vocal opponents will be heard and the
support (or at least total acceptance) of the “silent majority” will not!
Again, I strongly support this project!
I thank you for routing my comments to the appropriate people to help get
this approved.
Sincerely,
Lou Williams
3707 Somerset Drive
Prairie Village, KS 66208
8/26/2013

Sue

Willsey

Date: August 17, 2013, 14:06:06 CDT
To: "cityclerk@pvkansas.com" <cityclerk@pvkansas.com>
Subject: Mission chateau
It is very encouraging to make progress on this proposal. So many of us are
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hoping to stay in our communities as we age and this is the ultimate answer.
Thank you gor processing our remarks.
Sue willsey. 9725 Cherokee Ln. lea wood. 66206
Erich

Wurster

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 9:52 AM
To: Joyce Hagen Mundy
Subject: In Favor of Mission Chateau
I am writing to express my support for the proposed Mission Chateau senior
living residences being considered for the former Mission Valley Middle
School site.
I appreciate how the Tutera Group has listened to the needs of our
community and how it has modified its plans in response to those concerns. I
am pleased that the Planning Commission and the City’s Professional staff
recommended the plan for approval. I see a number of positive benefits to
our community should this development be allowed to move forward. One of
those benefits is that aging Prairie Village residents won’t have to leave our
city when it is time to transition to a senior living community. Another benefit
that I see would be the sales tax generated from the construction and the
ongoing real estate taxes that will assist in the revitalization of the city now
and for years to come. The development will provide parks, walking paths,
and beautiful improvements to the neighborhood, particularly the
improvements along Mission Road.
I believe a vocal minority has been doing most of the talking up to this point.
I just wanted to be sure to register my strong vote of support for the project.
Sincerely,
Erich Wurster
8309 Juniper Lane
Prairie Village, KS 66207
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I am for the Mission Chateau development on the former Mission Valley school
site.
The old school is deteriorating and a vacant property is rife for all sorts of
unsavory activity. Who knows who is hanging around there? I also observed what
appeared to be a pack of wild dogs on the school property as I waited at a traffic
signal at the cross walk. I would think the area would be better served by a new
development that meets current building codes and practices than a deteriorating
building.
It looks like the view to the property obscured by tree lines in most cases. The
surrounding neighbors will be inconvenience by the sounds of construction for a
time, but will have good, quiet neighbors for a long time to come. From drawings
I’ve seen of the proposed building, I think it matches very well with other
residences on Mission Road. Plus, I don’t think I’ve ever heard of packs of senior
citizens terrorizing neighborhoods!
Prairie Village needs more tax base, since it is, as we all know, landlocked. Some
sort of tax producing construction should be strongly considered. Prairie Village is
a highly desired residential location, and we need to continue to be able to
provide the excellent public services that keep people wanting to move here.
A few residents have complained loud and long against development, but the city
is more than just one neighborhood. I hope that all council members will vote for
the good of Prairie Village, not for the few who have the best legal
representation. The vote should be based on logic, not emotion.

A. J. Hoyt, Cindy Dwigans
7900 Fontana

8412 Somerset Drive
Prairie Village KS 66207
August 17, 2013
The Honorable Ronald Shaffer
Mayor of Prairie Village, KS
7700 Mission Road
Prairie Village, KS
Dear Mayor:
We are most concerned and disappointed that the Planning Committee passed the
Mission Valley project to the next level. Several meetings ago the same Planning
Committee had a discussion for over an hour regarding a six‐inch variance on a
home to be constructed. This same Planning Committee on August 6th was defining
the age of “Senior Citizen” and debating “construction timelines”. There was very
minimal discussion on the massive size of the project that will affect this city and
many residents that live here.
We ask you to visualize 400 plus people, massive buildings constructed with brick
and mortar on 18 acres. This is in a neighborhood of up scale residential homes.
Mr. Tutera lives in Mission Hills and he would strongly oppose such a structure next
to his home and property.
This property is zoned R1, therefore, by using a “special use” permit is this your way
to change zoning to accommodate the structure? We do not consider the present
plan residential. This massive structure is a for‐profit and in other words a business
and does not belong in any neighborhood.
We ask the council to review this massive project with a clear mind. We would like
to see this project turned down. We are certain there is a less non‐intrucive
structure that can be built on 18 acres that would be a better fit for the
neighborhood and serve our community residents both now and in the future.
Thank you,

Thomas Johnston
Rhetta Johnston

