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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

This study was made of a non-typical township in
Eansas., It was the purpose of the study (1) to trace the
movement to the urban township form of government; (2) to
study the Mission Urban Township government in operation
and attempt to determine its degree of success or failure;
and (3) to trace the events which led to the incorporation
of the urban township as a first class city.

A, WHY THE STUDY OF MISSION TOWNSHIP

Because of its nearness to Kansas City, Missouri,
Mission Township's population and problems vary conside
erably from those of a typleal rural township, Most

studies of township government concern themselves almost
completely with the rural township and its problems. The
urban township is, accordingly, a field which needs some
serious study, This is especially true because each year
a larger percentage of Americans live in metropolitan areas,
For several years Mission Township's problems have been
those of a metropolitan community and they require careful
examination,

Importance of the study. Mission Township had an
experimental form of government between 1953 and 1960,



It was unique in both Kansas and the United States. The
urben township government was made possible by the 1951
Kansas Legislature., As a pioneer in its field, Mission
Urban Township was beset with many serious difficulties.
An analysis of its successes and fellures should be value
able for areas which might be considering the adoption of
a similar form of government,

Materials availlable and methods used, Newspaper
articles dating back to 1948 were useful in compiling this
study as were various pamphlets and booklets on local gov-
ernment. ZTownship Government in Kansas by James W. Drury
" end Government in Rural America by Lane W, Lancaster were
helpful as background material for traditional township
government. Government in Rural America was also a good
source of information on the New England !m.]'

A study of Mission Township made in 1950 by Kansas
University was important in pointing out some of the prob-
lems and weaknesses of the township. This study was made
while Mission Township was in the transition from the
regular or traditional to the urban township form of

1l
(Lm.nci:”!{:n‘:;- : Uninﬁ%m* gmm%vnﬁ%

Research Center Govcrmontll Research Series lo. 10,
1954), 66 ppe; e W, Lancaster, Gon
America (New York: D, Van Nostrand Iu.. 2),



3
government, The Kansas University experts pointed out many
of the reasons why a change in government was needed, and
they made recommendations for the governmental future of
the township.>

Several methods and sources were used in making the
study of Mission Urban Township and the change to first
eclass city government. One method of great value was the
use of the personal interview, When personal interviews
could not be arranged, telephone conversatlions with township
and county officials were used., The persons interviewed
gave many insights into the operation and difficulties of

. the urban township. Another source of information for the
later phases of the study were the findings of the Mission
Urban Township Advisory Committee. This committee spent
over a year in its study of different types of local gove
ermments, After much careful thought the advisory group
recomnended the incorporation of the urban township as a
city of the firat class,

Definition of terms., Until 1953 Mission Township
had the traditional township government., The words Mission
Township as used in this study will refer to that township
before 1953 or to the total geographical township, Mission

+ {ug'eggg g%m Lawr » Kans
Mnrs:%%u% - au vonlsnt R::::rch. 1;.5:)).

17 ppe




Urban Township will mean the unincorporated areas in the
township between 1953 and 1960,

Organigation of the study. The remainder of the
first chapter will be devoted to background material on
town and township government., Chapter II will be concerned
with the forces that led Misaion Townshlp to adopt the
urban township form of government in January, 1953. The
next chapter will discuss the Mission Urban Township
govermment in operation. In Chapter IV the important
events leading to the incorporation of Mission Urban
Township as the first class city of Overland Park will be
! traced, The last chapter will present a summary,

conclusions, and contributions,

B. REVIEW OF TRADITIONAL TOWN AND
TOWNSHIP GOVERNMENT

The New England Town and the township are alike in
several respects., Usually both types of government cover
the entire county or state in which they are located
instead of being seattered 1ike imcorporated citles.>
The majority of both are located in rural areas, and they
most commonly provide loecal services required by a rural

341114em Anderson, The Units of Government in the

g_h%tod tates (Chicago: R, R, Donnelley & Sons Company,
u ca on Oe 83. 19“-9)] p' 33.



community, To some extent both the town and the township
are also agents of the state for administrative purposes.
New England Town Government

The New England Town differs from townships elsewhere
in the Unilted States in that it is smaller and more irregular
in shape, The town in New England is an unincorporated area
of about 25 to 30 square miles. In the beginning it cone
sisted of a compact settlement around a church or fort. As
the population of New England grew, new communities were
formed and were set off as new towns., The New England Town
was irregular in shape because it followed the features of
~ the landscape and was most commonly the product of an
actual community growth,l

An interesting thing about the New England Town is
that 1t contains both rural and urban territory and per
forms rural and municipal functions, Many heavily populated
New England Towna perform functioas generally carried on by
cities although they have no munieipal charters. In rural
areas the town has a village center which is not separately
incorporated like it would be in other parts of the United
States., Lancaster has this to say about the rural and
urban parts of the New England Town:

While the town organization may exist very largely %o
perform services for the village center, the unity of

Bpancaster, pp. 35=37.
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the community is preserved by oomldorigg both village
and country as parts of the same whole,

The functions performed by the county in other perts
of the United States are the responsibility of the town in
New Englend, Its large number of functions has helped to
make the town & vital unit of local govermment,® This is
in contrast to the towmship which has lost many of 1its
functions and 1s of declining importance in most parts of
the country. Because the town performs so many functions,
its importance for the future is almoat certain,

Traditional town government has probably been most
' famous for its pure democracy. In times pagt the annual
town meeting was a social and political event of great
importance, At this meeting the dbudget, taxes, and prob-
lems were reviewed by the voters. All the pecple of the
town worked together in the solving of community problems.
Today the situation has changed somewhat and most town
governments are run by elected representatives, This
change in town government has resulted from the industriale-
ization of soclety which brought into New England a large
and heterogeneous population, The New England Town with
its tredition of demoeracy has had a great influence on

SIbﬂug Pe 7.
61p1d,



American local government . |

In New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania the early
township government was very similar to that of the New
England Town, In these states the township was only
slightly larger than the town, it had an irregular shape,
and in many ways was a natural cmzty.a

In sharp contrast to this is the township in the
western states where the federal surveyor laid out the
township boundaries long before the land was settled,
Usually the township was 36 square miles and had no
pelation to the landseape, In this way the township can be
thought of as an artificial creation, Its boundaries were
not established as a result of community growth like those
of the New England Town.’

The function of the townahip has been to serve the
unincorporated areas within its borders, As cities are
formed the incorporated areas no longer receive the
services of the township government., The most important
function of the township has been the maintenance of roads

7&!. ppe LO=L2,

®mbia., pp. 6162,

P1b1d., p. 39,
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within its jurisdiction,l® With the widespreasd use of the
automoblle, however, and the need for better rocads many
townships have given up this function to the county or the
state, Where this has happened the township may be sald to
have given up its most important service to the community.

Other functions have also been performed by the
township, In some states the township operates the schools
similear to the way the school district performs that job
in Kansas, In other parts of the country the township
exists primarily for judicial purposes, The township is
‘also an edministrative unit, It essesses and collects
| taxes, 1t serves as an election district, and in some states
it may require a license for certain things, So in addition
to being a district for conducting local affairs, the
township has also been & subordinate ageney for county and
state business,ll

Townships in Kanses, Kansas is one of 16 states
that uses the township form of govermment, Most of the
states that have townships are in the northeast one-quarter

0pprury, p. 39.

11ponald G. Pishop and Edith E. Starratt, The

Structure of Gove (Washington, D, C,.: National
ounc or ¢ uﬁr}. Bulletin Humber 19, 1945),

p. 93 Marguerite J, Fisher n.nd Donald G, Bishop, {unieg
Loca mo&mtu (New York: Prentice-Ha ‘o
MO,, PPe
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~ of the country. There are 1,551 townships in Xansas and
the number of townships per county varies anywhere between
three and 32.12 Townships cover the state of Kansas except
for the areas of first and second class cities. In several
instances even third class cities form separate townships
for election purposes,

Kansas townships perform a number of services
besides road maintenance, Prairie dog extermination,
noxious weed eradication, cemetery maintenance, and fire
protection are offered by a large number of townships,

A few townships provide libraries, street lighting, and
A other miscellaneous tunetionun

The governing body for the Kansas township is
ecomposed of a trustee, a treasurer, and a clerk, The
trustee has general superintendence over the property and
affairs of the township, He has election dutles and serves
as the deputy county assessor, The township elerk is in
charge of the records of the township, It is his job to
keep minutes of the board meetings and make reports to the
county elerk, The township treasurer, as his title would
indicate, has a number of fiscal responsibilities,

T k m- The Lea of
ransas nUIS SETSEEREEY, (Topoka; Samasss Tho Lesgus
139"“"7’ Poe 35,




10
These board members sre elected for two year terms,ilt
The functions of Kansas townships are financed
very largely by the property tax. Usually when a Kansas
Statute makes provision for a township funetion, it alse
provides for a property tax levy to pay for the same
service, Of the property taxes the ad valorem tax is a
much more important source of revenue than is the intan-
gible tax, The property tax accounted for more than Tl
percent of all revenues received by townships filing
budgets with the Kansas State Budget Director in 1952-15
‘ The "average" or median township in Kansas contains
about 36 square miles, has & population of between 350 and
400, end has an assessed valuation of §1,556,000. The
variation in each of these three statistics, however, is
very great, For instance, the population of Kansas town-
ships ranges from 23 to over 30,000 and the area runs
anywhere between 1,5 and L30,5 square miles,1®
Civil and gongressionsl townships. The eivil
township is a township with governmental fumctions, It
is a political unit that is governed by the township
board, Its boundaries were laid out by the county

Wgansas Government, los. ¢itet Drury, pp. 23«26,
Vprury, ppe 55-56.
I‘Mo' PPe 9=19,



commissioners and 1ts areas are seldom changed, The
congressional township, on the other hand, is not a polit-
ical unit, It was established in the original survey of the
publie domain.l? As mentioned earlier, the congressional
townshlp 1s usuelly a block of land six miles square,

The eivil township, of the two types dilscussed, would

more nearly be e natural area because its boundaries would
be partially determined by community growth.

Metropolitan townships., Although the township 1is
important cechiefly for rurel problems and rural government,
there are townshlps in metropolitan areas which are faced

‘ with distinetly city problems, These townships have
enlarged powers with which to govern thelr areas, When
traditional township government is spoken of in this study,
the metropolitan or urban township is not ineluded., These
speclal types of township government are a relatively

recent development,

Criticism of traditional township government,
There is good reason for the great amount of critlecism of
township government at the present time, Many townships
do not perform a single governmental function, Some of
them exist only because there has not been a constitue

tional amendment adopted to abolish them, Several states

17Knns|a Government, p. €3,
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have made an attempt to abolish townships and in at least
one case the attempt was successful. However, the elimina.
tion of townships by constitutional amendment is a difficult
process, The township offlcers are an interest group which
opposell such a change. They argue that townships are the
heart of local self-government, In this comnection it
should be mentioned that 25 states never had townships and
11 other states never gave them any important pavorl.la

The township has been weakened a great deal by the
incorporation of cities and by the use of special benefit
districts. Furthermore, it does not appear likely that
‘ townships will regain thelr loat functions. In Government
in Rural America Lancaster states:

The vast majority of townships are condemned on every
count, They are too lacking in scelal unity, too
small in area and population, and too weak in taxable
resources to become vigorous units of government,
There is not a function now performed by the township
which eould not be better performed by other units....
The county and state are stripping it of such functions
as the care of roads, poor relief, and public health,
while the incorporation of villages and small °1t1!§
has depleted very seriously its taxable resources,
This is a serious indictment of township government,
In 5} Kansas counties the township road system has

been changed to the county-unit road ly:tdi. According

lanishop and Starratt, p. 973 Fisher and Bishop,
pPe 1l Lancaster, pp. 68-70,

Ighaneultcr. Pe 67,
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to this plan the roads end streets of a township are turned
over to the county for construction and maintenance, When
the county-unit system is adopted, the township transfers
its road funds and equipment to the county. The widespread
adoption of the county-unit road system in Kansas is
another example of the diminishing importance of the
imnhip.ao

Since the end of World Wer II Oklahoma has abolished
its 969 organized townships., The townships, which had been
seriously weakened by the depression of the 1930's, were no
: longer able to finance road maintenance in the postwar
| period with their property tax receipts, Oklahoma abolished
its townshlps because they no longer seemed to be a vital

units of local govmnt.zl

20ppury, pp. L0-bl; William H, Cape, Count
Government in Kansas (Lawrence, Kansas: University of

as, ernmental Research Center, Citizen's Pamphlet
Series, Number 23, 1958), pp. 20-21,

nlndorlon, Pe 3.




CHAPTER II

MISSION TOWNSHIP 1948.1952:; THE MOVEMENT TO THE URBAN
TOWNSHIP PROGRAM

From 1948 to 1952 Mission Township was in a period
of transition, Many forees were in the making which were
leading to the adoption of an urban township form of gov-
ernment. Some of those forces such as population growth,
incorporation of cities, and public support of a change
in the township government will be traced in this chapter.

Mueh information for the chapter was found in newspaper
articles during the period 19)8-.1952, Additional infor-
mation was gained by talking to the men who served on the
Mission Township Board during these years. An important
factor in the transition stage will be discussed in the
following section,

Population growth., A very notlceable feature about
Mission Township has been its rapild population growth,
Table I showa the population growth for the township
between 1900 and 1952.) During this time the mumber of
people living in the township grew from 9kl to 43,497.
Another obvious phenomenon was the rapid growth after

1‘!!:..0 population figures for Mission Township
| include the population of the incorporated e¢ities in the
township for the years 19L8.1952,



TABLE I
MISSION TOWNSHIP POPULATION,

1900-1952

YEAR POPULATION
1900 9
1910 1,6
1915 2,09
1920 20156
1950 70387
193‘5, 1:32:
2912 18028
i i
mg )
1990 783
1951 21:1.016‘
1952 13,497

Source of information: Office of the Johnson
County Clerk, Olathe,
Kansas

» rcgmt:lon figures eould not be found for
1925,
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- World Wer II, The population inerease for Mission Township
between 1948 and 1952 was nearly 19,000, If the township
government had been adequate before the rapid population
inerease, 1t was apparent that the larger number of people
living in the area would create new problems calling for

new governmental functions,

A serious problem resulted from the faet that the
township had the population of a metropolitan area, but its
government was designed to handle problems of a sparsely
gottled rural community. Most of the laws under which
Mission Township was operating at this time had been written

‘ nearly a hundred years before, Some recent Kansas
legislation had helped the situation somewhat, but no
fundamental changes were made., Basically in 1948 Mission
Township was operating under laws passed for sparsely
settled rural areas., In a personal interview Mr, MeCool
sald the traditional township government was designed for
horase and buggy dnyl.z

Population growth was causing many different kinds
of new problems., In 1952 consideration had to be given
to the formation of new voting precincts, - The voting pope-
ulation in Mission Township precincts had grown beyond the

| 2Intorv10w with Mr, W, P, McCool, June 16, 1959.
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limit set by Kansas Statutes .3 The need for better police
protection was beginning to show itself, Mission Township
had to contraet with the county sheriff for any police
protection that it received, Some of the inecorporated
eities in the township had police departments of thelr own,
but these were small and ineffective, The problem of trash
and garbage disposal, which had become quite serious, was
pertially alleviated by a Kansas Law of 1919 that allowed
the township board to acquire a disposal l:l.i;o.h

Other difficulties were beginning to arise, The
water distribution system for the area was considered by
‘ many to be unsatisfactory. When, for example, the Kansas
City Suburban Water Company proposed a rate inerease in
early 1949, the case was taken to the Johnson County
District Court for uttlmnt.s A serilous problem with
respect to sewers was rapidly developing, Mission Township
Main Sewer District Number 1 was originally bullt to service
15,000 homes, and by February, 1952 there were around
19,000 homes in the diltl'lﬂt-b The sewage disposal plant

3%999%% County Herald, (Overland Park, Kansas),
January 31, 1952.

Yppanklin Corrick (ed.), 1957 Supplement to G
Statutoa o;nmlulogﬁ ('repon,%nn SmEﬁ: Pi%nE:::r

sgohnlg County Herald, January 20, 1949.
6Jomon County Herald, February 22, 1951,
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was simply too small to serve the community adequately.
With a larger population and more homes in the township,
the need for better roads and streets was arising, The man
who served as township clerk from 1948-1952 said that road
and street maintenance was the biggest problem facing
Mission 'l'mhip."

The two other members of the 19)8.1952 Mission
Township Board indicated several more difficulties., The
township treasurer mentioned overloaded septic tanks and
the dumping of trash in unsuthorized places as additional

problems, He said the township board had no power to

| regulate the type of roads which were being built in the
township, The lack of control over developers, he stated,
had resulted in the construction of many subestandard
drainage facilities in the township. The township trustee
mentioned the problems of (1) finances, (2) road maintenance,
and (3) trying to keep the taxes dm.a With these problems
confronting it the township was beginning a serious search
for possible solutions.

It is interesting to note that on March 1, 1947
Mission Township had a greater population than 87 of the

7'!0 hone conversation with Mr, M. W, Maxwell,
June 23, 1959.

6!01 hone conversation with Mr, T, C. Hansen, June
1959{9 ephone conversation with Mr. G. W, Gagel,
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105 counties in Kansas., Also of interest is the fact that
some of the most rapid population growth for Mission
Township took place after 1947, During the decade 19),0-50
Mission Township's population increased 156,5 per cent and
in the same period the population density increased from
378.,6 to 971.2 persons per square mile,”? Table II shows the
population growth of Misslion Township in relation to the
population growth of the other townships in Johnson County
from 1900 to 1950, B8tarting with the smallest population of
any township in Johnson County in 1900, Mission Township had
& population more than three times as large as any of those
. same townships by 1950, Although some of the changes
resulting from the population growth of the township have
been mentloned, others remain to be discussed,
Zncorporakion of ¢ltles in Misslon Township. Onme
of the important results of rapid population growth was
the incorporation of 11 third c¢lass cities in Mission
Township between November, 1948 and July, 1951, The dates
when these citles were incorporated are presented in Table
III, Undoubtedly much of this incorporation took place
because the more densely populated parts of the township

97ohnson County Herald April 8, 1918; g!_
Deve t Stud E ég_s%utﬁ 10&? ggﬁ I‘
Tﬁ}%y, Missouri: west Research Institute, gﬂu-

trial Economics Division, 1956), p. 13,
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TABLE II
POPULATION GROWTH OF TOWNSHIPS, JOHNSON COUNTY,
1900-1950
* 1900 1910 1920 1930 190 1950
Au 1,259 1,000 947 963 922 888
e S 1,378 1,392 1.%2 1.293 1,149 1,751
Lexington 2,029 1, 139 1, 1,761 1,60 5.303
MeCamish 1,160 1,125 1,011 967 869 3
Mission ohly 1,613 2,5 7,387 12,871 33,020
Monticello 1.30 1,257 1,09h 1,302 1,186 1,164
Olathe 4,583 N 4,519 5, 5,502 7,197
Shawnee 2.2 2. 2‘9& .7 6. S 1°.°6§
Spring H111 1,200 1,200 1,094 1,071 909 1,05

Source of information: ﬁ elc
Ps Op



TABLE III

WHEN CITIES IN MISSION TOWNSHIP
WERE INCORPORATED

Fairway May 1949
Mission Hills June 1949
Westwood June 1949
Westwood Hille June 1949
Mission Woods July 1949
Merriam October 1950
Prairie Village Pebruary 1951
Countryside July 1951
Mission July 1951

Roeland Park July 1951

Source of informations Telephone calls to city clerks
and records in Johnson County
Commissioners! 0ffice, Olathe,
Kansas,

21
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wished to avall themselves of municipal services which the
township could not provide.

The desire of certain groups to protect themselves
- against a radical urban township bill that was considered
and defeated by the 1919 Kansas Legislature was another
reason for the incorporation of cities in Mission Township.
Some of the 11 citlea incorporated to evade a similar law,
if passed, in 1951.10 It is also possible that some of the
areas hurried their incorporation because of the desire to
retain a greater portion of taxes which were being drained
. to leas populated areas by county and state texes., However,
. it seems reasonable to believe that most of the incorporae
tions of eities in Mission Township resulted from the
increasing population which was ereating a greater demand
for municipal services,

The inecorporation of 11 tiny citlies in the four by
seven mile township territory brought eertain problems
with 1t, Several of the cities with inadegquate resources
have remained too small to be able to provide the desired
¢ity services, The result has been waste, confusion, and
duplication of governmental services '11

Punctions of Mission Township, Maintenance of

1050mmson County Herald, June 16, 1919,
Nyhe Kansas City (Missouri) Times, August 29, 1951,
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township roads was the most important service provided by
Mission Township. A study of the 19L8 Mission Township
budget shows that out of the total expenditure of $161,805
for the year, §98,743 was spent on road maintenance, This
was 60 per cent of the total township expense for 1918,
In that year the townshlp did have two special road funds
in eddition to its regular road fund, so the amount of
money spent on roads might have been somewhat higher than
normal., However, 1948 1z representative in that 1t shows
road maintenance to be the most important funetion of
~ Mission !m-hip.u
| Another important service provided for residents of
the township was fire protection., Mission Township paid
out more than $38,000 for that service in 1948,13 This
expenditure was 23 per cent of the total budget. The fire
protection for the township was provided by one fire dise
trict and several volunteer fire departments, The three
member township board acted as the governing body for the
fire district until the urban township govermment was
ereated in 1953,

Street lighting was a function provided by Mission

2u1ss10n Township Budget, Johnson County Herald,

1o,
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Township. During the last few years of operation of the
traditional township government in the area, several light
benefit districts were established, The Mission area
(later to become the city of Mission) and the Qverland
Park area were provided with street lighting in this
manner, Those areas were taxed extra for the service as
is the case when any benefit district 1s created,

Mission Township residents were provided with a
. soning service after 1939, A statute of the Kansas
- Legislature at that time allowed the Johnson County
Commissioners to appoint zoning boards to serve the 10
' townships in the county. ! A1l the decisions of the
township zoning boarda in the county were made subject to
review by the county commissioners. This provision was a
source of irritation to many people in Mission Township.
On the other hand, some groups believed that the county
commissioners should have the final zoning autherity, In
1951 when a proposed bill would have shifted the final
zoning authority to the Mission Township Board, a committee
of four persons from the township went to Topeka to
protut.ls The Mission Township Zoning Board was & very

1;' 2 Supplement to General Statutes of Kansas
12Mp ) L ]

25 Johnson County Herald, March 15, 1951,
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busy group. This can be shown by the large number of
building permits 1t issued. During 1948 the boerd issued
1,025 building permits, and new construction coste in the
township for the same year amounted to t;9.5tm.ono.16

As has already been mentioned in comnection with

township problems, trash and gerbage disposal facilities
were provided after the township board received the
authority to acquire a disposal site, Before the township
operated a disposal site, the dumping of refuse into
township ditches had created a serious health hazard for

~ the area,

3 There were a number of less important functions
performed by Mission Township, One of these was bindweed
control, During 1948 the township spent $159,60 on erad-
jcation of bindweed along township roads. An entertainment
funetion was maintained in the form of a township band,
Band expenses amounted to several hundred dollars each year,
The township served as an election and registration
district, Mission Township expenditures for this function
during the election year of 19L8 were §$7,371.58. A state
law of 1949 made possible a township patrol serviee, but it
wes not provided for residents until 1950, The destruetion
of prairie dogs and gophers was a service formerly provided

1650imson County Herald, Jenuery 13, 1919,
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Mission !mah!.p.”
b3 The aboveementioned funetions were provided for the
residents of the unincorporated areas of the township. As

the cities were incorporated, those areas were removed from
the township's jurisdiction, Taxation problems for Mission
Township did arise, however, because of the incorporations,
- For instance, the question of whether or not the township
could tax the residents of the third eclass citles within
its boundaries for additional police protection was
serefully considered during 1949,1°

Mission Township revenues. Some of the main township
 expenditures have already been mentloned so just a brief
statement of the important revenues will be made here, By
far the most important source of revenue for Mission
Townshlp waa the property tax,s Ineluded in this were the
ad valorem and intangibles taxes. The 1948 budget shows
that 8l per cent of the receipts of the township for the
year were from the property tax., The other 16 per cent of
Mission Township’s revenues for 1948 were received from
residue sales taxes, gasoline taxes, and reimbursed

m‘lth

1T41sston Townshlp Budget, loc. git.

1%3ohmson gounty Hersld, August 11, 1919,
194185100 Township Budget, loc. sit.
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Suggested changes in Mission Township government.

| By 1948 there were numerous suggestions for changing the
governmental form and powers of Mission Township. In
March the Council of Home Owners Associations of Northeast
Johnson County made a plea for legislative action, They
wanted Mission Township to have the authority to purchase
and control its own water distribution system. The dis-
satisfaction with the water system for the township was
mentioned earlier in the chaptery The council stated its
interest in 2 state law which would ellow townshipes with
more than 15,000 population to adopt & munieipel township
‘ form of government, The Couneil of Home Owneres
Associations announced, at this time, that they were
econsidering the employment of governmental experts from
Chicago to make a study of Mission '.l‘mnhip.pao

The Shawvmee-Mission Co-Operative Club was another
group which showed an early interest in the solving of
township problems. During April, 1948 this club formed a
legislative committee headed by C. C, Pemberton to make a
study of the area, The committee established three prine
e¢iples for itself in making suggestions about the township
government., The committee (1) stated a thorough belief in
the home rule prineciple, (2) made it clear that new

20310 Kanses Oity (Missour{) Star, March 8, 1918,
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gervices cost money and should be made availeble only when
eitizens are willing to pay for them, and (3) encouraged
the use of the beneflt district idea to benefit areas that
wanted services not desired by the township at large.

The legislative committee made & number of
suggestions about the form and powers they desired for
Mission Township. They wanted a five member township
board which would have the authority to choose its owm
officers. An lmportant pert of the plan was the hiring of
a township menager who would supervise the business of the
township and have the power to hire other township help.

' The commitiee thought 1t desirable for the township to have
eontrol of the sewers within its boundaries. According to
the plan of the leglslative committees, final zoning
authority was to be transferred from the county commis-
sioners to the Misslon Township Board. To give the
townshlp more local contrel the Pemberton Committee wanted
Mission Township to have power to pave streets, bulld
sidewalks, issue bonds, create trash and garbage disposal
districta, and acquire and maintain publie parkl.al

Mr. Pemberton went on to point out that the area had
completely outgrown its form of government, He stressed

the need for more flexible laws as the township inereased

2lyohnson County Herald, April 8, 1948,
4 ———-—,
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in population. The legislative committee believed an
increase of township powers would make possible an easier
and more economical development of the ““.22 At the
time this committee made its report the population of
Mission Township was aepproaching 25,000 and still there
were no incorporated cities within its boundarles, The
Pemberton Committee proposals were made more than four
years before Mission Township actually adopted the urban
township government,

Other groups were becoming interested in the study
of Mission Township by late 1948, The three member town-
‘ ship board itself was active in encouraging a study of and
& change for Mission Township's government., During this
same period the Overland Park end Mission Chambers of
Commerce announced their support of a township government
ahmgo.23 The weaknesses of traditional township
government in the area were rapidly becoming more obvious,

In October, 1948 Dr, Ethan Allen stated that Kansas
University would meke a study of Mission Township, The
study for the proposed reorganization of the township was
to have two phases: (1) an effort was to be made to find
out what steps should be teken to modernize the township,

22pne Kensas City Star, April 7, 1918,
23johnson County Herald, October 7, 19h8.
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and (2) a study of the constitutional problems involved was
to be made, The problem stated for the township wae that

of a large population and a rural governmental Itmture.ah
Ksnsas Universlty study of Mission Township. By
late August, 1950 Mission Township was ready to make a
complote study of its governmental problems, The three
member township board had decided to use Kansas Universityt's
help in the study. Many citizens attended the meeting at
which this decision was made and they were strongly in
favor of the board's actlion. Moast people in attendance
agreed that the three member township board was handicapped
. by a lack of authority and that ways should be found to
devise a plan which would better fit the needs of the area,
A problem noted was that Mission Township had found it
necessary many times to go to the Kansas Legislature to
seek power and authority to handle township problm.zs
The Kansas University Bureau of Government Research
made 1ts study of Misslon Township during the fall of 1950
and published the report in November., The township was
called a teeming city in the country with a population of
over 32,000, The study called attention to the 1Lk
separate, unco-ordinated taxing units within the township

21!)_10_ Kansas City Times, October 8, 19148,
25phe Eansas City Times, August 30, 1950.
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and noted the result of a widely dlspersed authority. The
need for a single administrative body with local control
was repeatedly pointed out, The report sald that over
26,000 people lived in unincorporated parts of the township
which had to rely on antiquated machinery for services of
a metropolitan ecnmnnity.26

The governmental experts were concerned with the
diffusion of authority and confusion of responsibility
which made it impossible for citizens of Mission Township
to secure the needed governmental services, By late 1950
there were already seven incorporated cities in Mission
‘Tounlhip and the Kansas University study sald any further
eity incorporations would make the situation even more
confused., The Bureau of Government Research suggested a
consclidation of the adminlstrative eauthority of the towne
ship board, the county commissloners, and beneflt districts,
The consolidated authority was desired for the Mission
Township Board as part of a plan to create a single respone
sible governing body for the aron.27 The township was said
to be confronted with problems characteristic of suburban
developments. The report stated that the traditional
tounship government had simply boen overwhelmed by the

262&; Kansas City Times, November 23, 1950,
2T1bid.
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large population increase with its resulting problems .28

The Kanses University report made some important

observations about services and money costs. Resldents of
the township were told that increased services such as
sdequate police and fire protection, proper sewage and
garbage disposal, and recreation facilitles would require
a corresponding increase in cost, The Kansas University
experts had this to say about tax levies and governmental
services:

Too often the goal of some communities is the lowest

Shat thy sriteries shewld be She mest effsetive snd

responsible government at the lowest cost possible,
The people of the township were told that the realistic
aceceptance of this fact would help them solve their
problems,

The report of the Mission Township study said a
metropolitan township did not have the authority to
anticipate, plan for, or provide many necessary governe
mental urv:l.ooa.3° Concerning the problem of health and

sanitation, the Kansas University study mentioned Mission

28
) Mission L Kans
Untverstt o arpaent in Mlselon Tomehly (Levrence, Kansast
1950). PP. l-2,
I! d-. PPoe 2‘30
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Township's inability to handle its sanitation problems

until the 1945 Kansas Legislature gave the Johnson County
Commissioners power to establish and operate sewer
districts within the township's boundaries. Even then,
said the report, Mission Township did not have the final

authority with respect to its sanitation facilities, One
case was clted and evidence was furnished of raw sewage
being emptied into ditches in the township. More control
over its own affairs was sald to be needed by Mission
Township to make poassible the elimination of such health
hazards 3%

| On the matter of police protection there were also
some recommendations to be made, It was pointed out that
Mission Township had no loecal authority to furnish peliece
protection for 1its residents. This funetion, the report
went on to say, was performed for the township by the
county deputy sheriffs, The arrangement was criticized as
being a diffusion of authority which made adequate law
enforcement virtually impossible, The leck of power to
furnish police protection for its residents was cited as
another important community service over which the towne
ship had no loecal control. A single police department for
all of Mission Township, incorporated and uninecorporated

31pi4., p. 5.
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areas allke, was proposed as a solution to the township's

police probloul.32

Some of the deficienciles of the fire protection for
the area were singled out for comment., Again mention was
made of state legislation which would be needed before the
tounship could provide its citizens with an adequate fire
protection service, At this time the township had ons fire
diatrict which served the northeast part of the township
end three volunteer fire departments to handle the fire
fighting for the remainder of the territory. Mission
Township's fire protection costs were announced to have
' pisen from $8,000 in 1946 to well over $66,000 ia 1950.33
Two ways of improving the fire protection service in
Mission Township were explained. The report said that
strategically located stations with adequate equipment
should be constructed, and it also pointed out the need of
having better co-ordination eamong the fire fighting units,

The Kansas University report discussed the water
service problems of the township., Kansas laws, the report
stated, would not allow a township to inatall or operate a
water distribution system for its residents, Added to this
was the inabllity of a township in the state to control

32%.; Pe 6.
BBMtn Pe Te
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private water services within its boundaries. Inequality
of water rates among the water companies serving Mission
Township was also considered to be an important aspect of
the problem., Needleas to say, the inequality of rates was
a source of great dissatisfsction to many people, Those
making the report felt that much of the difficulty in
solving the water service problems had its source in the
limitations placed on a metropolitan townnhip.3h

The next item taken up for study by the governmental
experts was the problem of Mission Township roads, With
reference to roads the prediceament of diffused authority
" and responsibility was agein volced, While the township
had the authority to raise money for road purposes, the
responsibility for the initial planning and construction
lay with the Johnaon County Board of Commissioners, Upon
completion of the streets or roads the township was to
assume the maintenance, This dual arrangement was eriti-
cized as being too expensive and as being responsible for
the construction of a number of sub-standard roads in the
township. To emphasize the seriousness of the road situa-
tion the university report quoted some of the figures for
inereasing township road .:ponditurel.35

BHE‘;-' Pe 8.
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The status of planning and zoning in Mission Township
was analyzed., Kansas legisletion in 1939 made it possible
for the township to have a zoning service. Its zoning
board was composed of seven members, five of whom were
residents of the township and were appointed by the Johnson
County Commissioners., In addition the township trustee and
the county engineer were made ex officio members of the
same board, All actions of the Mission Township Zoning
Board were subject to the approval of the county
commissioners, The feeling of the Kansas University
publication was that the review of township zoning was
| unnecessary and might prove to be a serious obstacle in the
long range planning necessary for a nntrepolitan~cunlun1ty.36

In the study of Mission Township some of the fiscal
facts were scrutinized, Johnson County was mentioned as
having the lowest real estate assessment ratio in Kansas,.
The statewide assessment ratio for Kansas in 19116 averaged
ebout 49 per cent while the urban assessment ratio in
Mission Township was below 13 per cent, It was stressed
that the tax revenuea for any significant expansion and
improvement of govermmental services in Mission Township

could not be obtained within the limits of the low

36&20. Pe 96
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assessment utio.” The Eansas University report had this
to say about assessment ratios and revenuess

Doubling the urban assessment ratio in the township to

26 per cent would double the funds available ﬂ.thout”

approaching the state-wide average assessment ratio,
The higher assessment ratio was urged to provide more
revenues with which to expand the township's govermnmental
services,

Two general recommendations were made for Mission
Township by the Kansas University Bureau of Government
Research, The township was advised that it could achieve
more control over its problems if it would become part of a
' first class eity suggested for the area, According to this
plan one of the third class e¢ities in the township would
gerve as the nueleus around which the first class city
oould develop by the processes of consolidation and annex-
ation, Eventually the city could have expanded to include
most of the territory of the township., At the time this
study was made in 1950, Mission Township's problems were
considered to be similar to those of a first class ei.ty.”

The other general recommendation made by the Burean
of Government Research would have given Mission Township a

3T1b1d., pe 10,

381p1a,

P 1m1a,
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municipal township form of govermment, By this plan the
township board would have been given inereased adminis-
trative and regulatory powers. The plan, which provided
for the adoption of a municipal township government, would
have required Kansas legislation, According to the
recommendation the township would hire a manager whose
duties would be largely administrative, Mission Township
residents were informed that earlier attempts to form a
municipal township through state legislation had been
mconm-h'o

In comparing the two general proposals that it had
‘ made for Mission Township, the Bureau of Government
Research found them to be similar in many respects, In
both cases the administrative control would have been
exercised at the local level, Also, the report stated that
either plan would make possible direct and c¢lear-cut action
by the Mission Township governing body. Either of the
recommendations made by Kansas University were considered
to be far superior to the regular or traditional township
government under which Mission Township was operating, In
econclusion the Kansas University Bureau of-Government
Research thought that either of their recommended plans, if
adopted, would eliminate the diffusion of suthority and the

mmg“ Pe 12,
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consequent lack of responsibility in Mission !mhtp.u

Along with their report about Mission Township,
Kangas University made two diagrams of governmental
structure, Figure 1l shows the administrative organization
of major services in Mission Township during 1950, Figure
2 shows the possible governmental framework for Mission
Township, the type of government suggested for the township
by the Kansas University report.

Support for urban township government, About a
month after Kansas University had made its study of Mission
Township, the ShawneeeMission Sertoma Club had a meeting
which Senator K« U, Snyder and Representative Clark
Kuppinger attended., The purpose of the meeting was to urge
the Johnson County legislators to seek solutions for the
township's problems, many of which have aelready been
mentioned, One spokesman at the meeting said the Mission
Township Board had the power to levy a tax to provide a
place for garbage and trash disposal but no power to
condemn a site, This was typical of the problems discussed
at the n«ting.hz

The 1951 Kansas Legislature passed the Urban
Township Law soon after Senator Snyder introduced the bill,

hJM'l Pe 170

42pne EKansas ity Times, December 15, 1950.
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In the law provision was made for the residents of the

unincorporated areas of Mission Township to decide by
popular vote whether or not to accept the urban towmship
form of government. This vote was to take place after
at least 1,500 registered voters of the township had signed
petitions calling for such an o:loeizi.on.l"3 A discussion of
the election and of the powera to be given the urban
township government will be presented later in the study.
While speaking to the Mission Township Republican
Club later in the year, Clark Kuppinger, Johnson County
Representative, expressed his approval of the Urban
Township Law. He explained that the urban township powers
were nearly equal to the powers of a third class city.
Mr, Kuppinger urged the adoption of the urban township
government as an alternative to further incorporation of
cities in the area. The Johnson County Representative
believed the urban township would be a substantial
improvement over the traditional township government, It
was his hope that the cities in the area would dissolve
and join the urban township if and when it were ron.d.m*
By middle and late 1951 there was much popular
support for the adoption of the urben township form of

" L3 jgg&u__oLt to General Statutes of Kansas

“Srne Kensas gity star, Aprid L, 1951,
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government., The Overland Park Chamber of Commerce was one
of the first groups to announce its backing of the plan,
They considered the powers of the three member township
board to be inadequate, and pointed out the third class
e¢ity powers which the urban township would have., The
Overland Park group believed that with its large territory
and high assessed valuation, the urban township would be
gble to provide the same services as a third elass city at
a lower per capita costs The idea of the urban township
being able to give good governmental services without
putting too heavy a burden on the taxpayer was -trouod.hs
‘ The three member Mission Township Board was another
early supporter of the experimental township plan, Murry
We Maxwell, township clerk and mayor of Westwood, saild,
"As soon as the township plan has proven 1tself, Westwood
would be in favor of disbanding in a lozunt."hb Mr,
Maxwell believed the other cities in the area would also
econsolidate with the urban township. The township board
supported the urban proposal because of the additional
powers which the new form of government would have, They
were another group to assert the efficiency and the low
cost to the individual taxpayer of urban township services,

hsggm County Herald, August 23, 1951,
43he xansas City Times, August 28, 1951,
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By August, 1951 various groups and individuals had

begun to circulate petitions emong voters of the township
to call for a vote on the urban township plan. Both major
politiecal parties favored the new proposal. Several
Shawnee-Mission organizations and the Overland Park Chamber
of Commerce were active sponsors of the petitions. An
Overland Park businessman said, "The new plan won't be a
oure-all but 1t's a step in the right direction.,." 7
This, in general, was the feeling of those sponsoring the
petitions.

During the next few months there were numerous
newspaper articles devoted to educating the publie about
the urban township form of govermnment which Mission
Township was thinking of adopting. Most of these articles
attempted to point out the advantages of the urban township
over the regular or traditional township govermment,
Several writers at this time believed the urban township
would provide an escape from the division of the township
into many small citlies. By July, 1951 there were l1ll incor-
porated cities in Mission Township, and many felt that the
large number of incorporations was destroying the natural
unity of the area., Other articles stressed the abllity of
the urban township to provide municipal services efficiently,

’47!2 Kanses City Times, September 26, 1951.
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8t111 another advantage given for the urban plan was its

ability to insure better representation for different areas
in the township with the five new districts to be estabe-
lished., Some writers believed the clties 1ln Mission
Tounship would consolidate with the urban township if it
were adopted, Finally, the sponsors of the plan argued
that 1t would permit the gradual adoption of city powers
as needed without requiring the suburban territory to
operate under the limitations of a third class elty.uﬂ

Opposition te urban township government. Nearly all
the groups expressing an opinion about the urben township
‘govcrnnnnt were in favor of it, However, the farmers in
the south part of Mission Township were one group to
express their disapproval of the plan, Some of these
people did not see how a police force or a system of gare
bage collection could help them, This group also
questioned the value of some of the other services teo be
offered by the urban township government., The farmers
believed they would be paying higher taxes for services of
benefit only to people in residential arou-.hg

Urban township vote and adoption. In April, 1952

ll cit St August 21, 1951; gohn:on
t Hor 7 The EKansas City Star,

1951.
1___5;5.:3 City Times, September 26, 1951,
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enough signatures had been received on petitions to call
for the special election, The Mission Township Board set
the date of April 29 for the election and on that date the
residents of the unincorporated parts of the township voted
611 to 119 to adopt the urban township form of government
for Mission Township. In this small turn-out, 11 of the 13
precincts voted in favor of the urban township plan, The
change to the new form of government was not to be made
until Januery, 1953,°° Figure 3 shows the eities and the
unincorporated areas 1in Mission Township at the time of the
adoption of the urban township government,

This chapter traced some of the forces which brought
about the change from traditional to urban township governe
ment for Mission Township, Johnson County, Kansas.
Population growth, incorporation of cities, problems faced
by the townshlp, studies made of the area, and advantages
of the new form of government were all important influences
leading to the governmental change, Mission Township had
outgrown its form of government and was in need of new
powers to handle its problems,

sogogggon County Herald, May 1, 1952,



FIGURE 3

INCORPORATED AND UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF
MISSION TOWNSHIP, APRIL, 1952

Source of information: Johnson County Herald,
April 17, 1952,
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CHAPTER III
MISSION URBAN TOWNSHIP IN OPERATION

This chapter will discuss some of the important
aspects of the Mission Urban Township form of government,
Its powers and functions, problems, weaknesses, and
success are among the topics to be considered in this
phase of the study, Much of the information for the chap-
ter was obtained through personal interviews with persons

in close touch with the township and {ts difficulties,

‘ Legel basis. The Kansas Constitution makes possible

the urban type of govermnment for townships in the state.

Artiele 2, Section 17 provides:
The legislature may designate areas in counties that
have become urban in character as "Urban Areas"™ and
enact speoial laws giving to such counties or urban
areas such powers of local government and consolidation
of looai government as the legislature may deem
proper,

This urban area provision was added to the state

constitution in 195}, over three years after the Kansas

Legislature had passed the Urban Township Lew which made

1

Article 2, Section 17, Constitution of the State of
Kansas (Topeke, Kansas: State PrIE?i%% Plant, 1957), Ds O
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possible the additional powers for Mission "!mnhip.z
The firast two sections of the basie Urban Touwnship
Law of 1951 explained: (1) the qualifications for townships
which would be eligible to adopt the urban townshilp govern-
ment, and {2) the urban township aedoption procedure,
Section 1 said that any township with a population of more
then 15,000 and in a county bordering another state could
adopt the provisions of the act and become an urban towne
ship, Mission Township of Johnson County was the only
township in the atate which could meet the population and
| location requirements of this section of the h\t.:” Section
"2 of the Urban Township Law established the method by which
the urban township government could be adopted, First of
all a petition with the signatures of at least 1,500
qualified voters had to be presented to the township clerk,
The purpose of the petition was to make possible a vote on
the urban township plan, After the signed petition had
been received, the township board was to select an election
date., Section 2 stated how the question was to be worded
on the ballot and also provided for the payment of the

‘ 2\11111.- H, Cape, County Government Kansas
(Lawrence, Kansas: Univ‘m!'ﬁy of Kansas, Eo%%mmn :
R-;g;reh c;gtcr, Citizen's Pamphlet Series, Number 23,
19 s Pe ®

3gomg County Hersld, (Overland Park, Kensas),
February 22, N
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election out of the general township fund. If the majority
of the votera of Mission Township voted yes on the
question, "Shall Township adopt the urban towne
ship act?" the township was deemed to have adopted the

urban township form of gonrmunt.h

The next sections of the law dealt with districts to
be ereated, urban township board members, and board
meetings. Section 3 gave the township board the power to
divide the township into five districts. Such districts
were made subject to change every four years if population
inereases and decreases seemed to warrant a change., The
‘third section also made separate townships of each of the
incorporated cities in a township whiech would adopt the
urban plm.s The Urban Township Law provided, in Section
i, that the township was to be governed by a five member
board, one member to be chosen from each of the five
districta, The nomination and election procedures were
established, and two year terms were set for the board
members., The same section established township board
member salaries at & maximum of $600,00 per year. According
to Section 5 the urban township board was B0 choose &

chairman, treasurer, and clerk, The board was told to set

h&&_ﬁ. Skole of Konsas ‘135'5).2’_‘— Llaws , 1951 CT'ope/(a, Konsos:
State Rinler, 1951), Chagler 55 | 839 sy2.
5_1_1:; . a1
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the times for their meetings which were to be held at least
twice a month, At its public meetings the urban township
board was instructed to keep a record of all proceedings.
Provision was made whereby special meetings could be
eallod.6

Section 6 of the Urban Township Law was important
because it conferred powers upon the township of the urban
class, Aeccording to Section 6, the urban township was to
have all the powers, duties, and authority of traditional
township government in Kansas in addition to a group of new
powers to be enumerated later in the law, The urban towne
'ship powers, said the law, could be exercised by the board
or by people whom it do.ignatod.T

The 12 Articles of Section 7 listed the powers which
an urban township would have in addition to powers already
grented to township governments in Kansas, Article 1 gave
the governing beoard the power to pass and adopt ordinances
and resolutions, These were to direct the manner in which
township powers were to be used, Article 2 said the urban
township board could create any official position, departe-
ment, or board which would be necessary for the good of the
township, Section 7, Article 3, gave an urban township

6Ibid.

T1v14,
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government the power to create benefit districts and levy
taxes within such districts. The other powers given to an
urban township by Section 7 of the 1951 township law were
as follows: Article )i, power to regulate traffic on all
gtreets, roads, and highways in the township; Article 5,
power to regulate the use of streets and roads by utilities
end ad jacent property owners; Artiecls 6, authority of the
urban township to pass ordinanceas to protect the general
health of the township and to protect the residents against
nuisances; Article 7, power to prohibit the rumnning at
large of domestic animalsj Article 8, power to make police
regulations to preserve peace and order, and power to make
regulations to prevent destruction or interference with
property; Article 9, authority to establish, maintain, and
equip a police force and define the duties for it Article
10, power to impose a punishment by fine or imprisonment
or both for breaking of township ordinances; Article 11,
power to establish and maintain a police court which would
have original jurlsdiction in all cases where township
ordinances were broken; and finally Article 12 gave the
urban township government the power to open, widen, and
improve streets, avenues, and llloyl.e

There were two other sections in the 1951 Kansas

81p1d,

—— e
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Urban Township Law, Section 8 described the form that
township ordinances were to have, told how and when they
should be published, and explained how the records of them
were to be kept, Section 9 said the Urbean Township Act
would be in forece after lts publication in the statute
book,?

Improvement of urban township over traditional
township government, Mission Urban Township's ability to
maintain its own police department was a very ilmportant
governmental improvement for the township, One of the
writers of the 1951 urban township legislation expressed
the opinion that the power of the township to operate its
own police force was the most highly desired feature in the
Urban Township Law.l® More will be sald about the police
department in the next section which deals with urban
townshilp funetlons,

Before the urban townshlp government was adopted in
1953, there were numerous community problems which Mission
Township ecould not handle properly. The problem of trash
and garbage disposal was one of these., The wrban township
board was able to purchase a dilsposal site -to help in
solving the difficulty, The urban township's power to pass

Y1vid,

1°Iolophono conversation with Mr, Lyndus A, Henry,
June 2L, 1959,
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its own ordinances and resolutions was another important
improvement which made possible better government for
township ruldont-.u

Mission Urban Township made possible improved
government for township residents in other ways. The urban
township, sald the county commissioners, had more govern-
mental powers in a broader field, It had more flexibility
in anticipating and handling problems than did Mission
Township before 1953.1° This additional authority to
handle new problems and provide new services for its
reslidents was, generally speaking, the most important
improvement of the urban township over rural township
government,

Functions of Mission Urban Township, The maintenance
of 1ts 112 miles of streets and roads was a very important
service of the urban township, Most of the repalrs made
on Mission Urban Township's streets and roada were of a
temporary nature. The urban township board, like the three
member board before 1953, interpreted its responsibility to
maintain roads and not bulld or rebuild them., The townshilp
engineer estimated that about $80,000 worth of repairs made

1 terview with Mr. Matt Ross, June 15, 1959,

lzzntorviw with Johnson County Commissioners,
June 5, 1959,
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on township streets and roads each year had to be repeated
again the next year. The high road expenditure can be
partially accounted for by (1) the temporary nature of the
repalrs, and (2) the large number of sub-standard streets
in the tounlhip.13

The township engineer had general supervision over
the work of the Misslon Urban Township Street Department,
It was his job to make plans, set construction requirements
for new streets bullt by developers, and make inspections,
His construction requirements were rigid enough to prevent
the construction of sube-standard streets in the township,
Moat of the subestandard construction took place in Mission
Township before an engineer was hired, The street
department itself was made up of a superintendent and a
work force of 12 men, They sanded and olled the roads and
made whatever other repairs that seemed t o be necessary,
During the winter time the department performed a snow
removal service for township residents, The street depart-
ment installed stop signs and other street signs where
necessary within the urban township's boundaries, When
authorized to do so, they constructed temporary sidewalks

1350hnson Count ald, June 12, 1958; Interview
e | — ¢ o T v ) PR
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‘upon roquut.n‘

Another function of major importance performed by
Mission Urban Township was the operation of a police
department, Before Mission Township became an urban towne
ship in 1953, this function had been performed for the
community by the county sheriff's deputies, The organiza-
tion of a police department was an enormous task facing the
Mission Urban Township Board in 1953, Ordinances to
establish the department and define its functions were
passed,l> The Mission Urban Township Police Department had
a number of problems, The lack of finances prevented the
department from hiring as many policemen as it needed, For
instance, in 1958 the police department of the township had
1l police officers to serve an area with 32,000 population
and many heavily used trafficways. Because of cuts in the
budget, the department had to reduce its force to 12 full-
time field policemen in 1959. The budget under which the
urban township operated also prevented any speclalization
in the erime detection funetion, as no money was available
for hiring plain-clothesmen or laboratory tcclmieim.l"

hrnterview with Mr, R, L. Ehrlich, June 11, 1959;
Interview with Mr, Edgar Yeubanks, June 15, 1959,

ty H Oetobor 22, 1953; Interview
with nr. ﬁ% L“Tl-, 959, ) y

Jo i, January 9, 1958; Interview
with ¥Mr, J, O, Eongm, : 1959, d '
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The Mission Urban Township Board also established a
police court for the towmship during 1953. The police
 gourt handled petty misdemeanors for which it imposed fines
of up to $100 and gave jall sentences of up to 90 days.
The court had original jurisdiction in all cases where
township ordinances were broken, The most common violae
tions handled were those of traffic offenses, but
occasionally charges of disturbing the peace, assault and
battery, and petty larceny were brought before the Mission
Urban Township Police Court, Court was held every Monday
night, and an average of 8 to 10 cases were tried each
weelk, L7

The police department and the police judge both
advised the establishment of a central records system for
traffic offenses in northeastern Johnson County, While the
urban township board approved this project in prineciple,
they took no definite action on 1t such as the
appropriation of funds .18

Street lighting was a service which the urban
township helped to secure for its residents, When a

request for street lights was brought to the Mission Urban

17p1he ty (Missouri) Times, November 25
1953; Int‘i"rv‘l%hgﬁ}“. Stan Bridgman, June 29, 1959,

1®zomnson county jiersld, June 12, 1958,
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Township Board, the request was forwarded to the power
. company, After the power company had made a study of the
area and if it felt the lights were necessary, a resolution
was prepared and sent to the urban township board for
signatures, The signed resolution was an order for the
street lights to be installed by the power company. Under
the power company's franchise, the urban township received
& franchise fee for street lights which were installed.
This money was then credited to a township street lighting
fund, Hundreds of street lights were installed between
1953 and 1960 at the request of the urban township bou-d.19

The five member board also exerted an influence in
getting traffic signals installed at some of the busy
intersections in the township, Groups and individuals of
the urban township often requested the urban township board
to take a traffic count or a survey to see if a traffic
signal was needed at a particular place, The urban town-
ship board was instrumental in getting traffic signals
installed at busy intersections along U, S. Highways 50
end 69,

The providing of a township band was one of the
functions of Mission Urban Township, During each spring

and summer a series of conceris were presented for the

192 1d,
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Overland Park area. While this was not one of the most
important of the township's funetiona, the band provided
good entertainment for many urban township residents.

In 1955 the urban township board passed a dog
licensing ordinance, The same ordinance also made pro-
vision for the immunization of dogs as a protection against
rabies. The licensing of dogs was not intended to be a
large revenue producer for the township although 1t did
bring in nearly $3,000 during 1958, The service was
establisghed as a regulatory measure to benefit the
cmmity.ao B

Mission Urban Township operated a trash and garbage
disposal site located in central Shawnee Township,
Originally the urban township board had bought a disposal
site near a residentlal seetion in Mission Township, but
many protests were soon voiced and the site was sold withe
out having been used, Before the urban township purchased
the disposal site, there had been a serious problem of
people throwing theilr refuse into diteches and other
unauthorized places. These problems were largely solved

with the operation of a disposal site.>*

20 '
c Herald, December 29, 19553 Mission
Urban Tovnehip Bufgetr, County Hereid, June 25, 1959,
as City %gz, February 2, 1954 and
August 313%‘9. m__zm Herald, September 22, 1955,
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Mission Urban Tounship operated a limited civil
defense system, For part of 1957 and 1958 Mr, J. 8.
Stevenson served as the township civil defense director,
During that time he worked with the police chief in
training about 30 auxiliary policemen, His most important
recommendation concerned the establishing of a system of
warning sirens to be used in case of emergency, In 1958
the urban township board had appropriated §1,000 to be used
for civil defense, but the urban township police department
needed more money during the year so the $1,000 was used
for police expenses .az

There were other services performed for the citizens
of Migsion Urban Township by specilal districts, The
districts and their functions will be discussed in the next
section of the study.  Zoning was also performed {or the
urban township, but it was not done under the control of
the urban township board, Since zoning constituted one of
the major problems of Mission Urban Township, it will be
considered in the section dealing with the wrban township's
problems,

Special districts in Mission Urban Township, FPire
protection was offered to the residents of Mission Urban

zzrolophmu converszation with Mr, J, 8, Stevenson,
July 3, 1959.
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Township and the cities of geographical Mission Township by
four fire districts, The recent incorporation of the urban
township did not change the areas served by these fire dis-
triets., Mission Fire District Number 1 has no governing
body. It exists as a taxing and service area wherein three
cities, in addition to areas formerly in the urban township,
econtract with a private corporation for fire protection,
The private corporation has 2l volunteer fire fighters
organized as a volunteer fire company. This district
serves the northwestern part of Mission Township., Mission
Fire Districts Number 2 and 3 are governed by boards
appointed by the Johnson County Commissioners, These dise
trictes employ 28 paid, full-time firemen; 16 of these men
serve Fire District Number 2, Fire Districts 2 and 3 serve
approximately the eastern one~half of Mission Township.
The fourth district, Overland Park, is also governed by a
board appointed by the county commissioners, The fire
board contrects with the Overland Park Volunteer Fire
Company for services, The Overland Park Fire District pro-
vides fire protection for the souflwestern part of Misslon
'!wnnhip.23

23 Int:rviow 'Uith‘:l'. C. Gi'm;pza June 12, 1959;
ohnson a8 Anal o 8 Government
u%;f km!u City, Missouri: co-nﬁfy—lﬁfg
o cation Numer 121, 1958), ppe. 23-2h3 Telephone
conversation with Mr, C, G. Lipps, Pebruary 20, 1960,



As part of the fire protection service, Mission
- Urban Township established a central fire dispatching
office, This office serves all the fire fighting units in
the Mission and Shawnee Township area, The service is paid
for by the partiecipating taxing units, The four fire dis-
tricts and the fire departments of the two townships have
mutual assistance agreements which may be used if
nuunry.zu
A recently organized Shawnee-Mission Park District

is the only district of that type in Johnson County. It
serves parts of the two townships of Shawnee and Mission as
its name would indicate., The park district is governed by
a board appointed by the Johnson County Commissioners,
"The district's funetion is to acquire, develop, operate,
and meintain park facilities for district residents.2>
As of 1958, the park district owned three park sites,

| Sewerage facllities were provided for Mission Urban
Township by several sewer districts, The county commis-
sioners are members of the governing board for each of the
8ix sewer districts in Johnson County. A sewer districts!
engineer is appointed to supervise sewer construction for
the districts, Mission Township Main Sewer District

hipaa,, pe 2k, Johnson Courly, Kansos an Anslysis, . 34,
251b1d,, ppe 2526,
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~ NHumber 1, although not adequate to serve the area as it was
originally constructed, has been expanded and is now judged
to be capable of providing satisfactory service for
district residents.>’ Most of the territory of Mission
Township Main Sewer District Number 1 has already been
developed extensively, and future urbanization in the dis-
trict should present no serious problems. Most of the
south part of Misalon Urban Township was served by the
Indign Creek«Dykes Branch Joint Sewer District, The cone
struction of the sewer mains for this district was started
in 1958, and the work is progressing rapidly. The entire
sewer system should be ready for use by late 1960.27

The most serious problem with respect to urban

tounship sewers existed in the Turkey Creek Sewer District
which was established in 1955. This distriet is west of
Mission Township Main Sewer District Number 1 and serves
the Merriam, Shawnee, and Overland Park areas, The problem
in the district was that many people had invested money in
septic tanks, and these people were very reluctant to vote
bonds for the construction of a central sewer system, Two
bond issues for the conatruetion of Turkey.Creek Sewers
were voted down by district residents before the central

261b3d., p. 25; The Kansas City Times, March 16, 1955,
2Tphe Kansas City Ster, July 17, 1959.
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sewer system was finally authorized. The Turkey Creek
sewerage facilitlies have been of much concern to the county
comnissioners and county health authorities, Mr, Carl
Standiford, county commissioner, described the inadequate
sewerage facilities in the district as a terrible situa-
tion, He saild the lack of a sewer system definitely slowed
down the development of the area,>° Construction of the
Turkey Creek system has now begun, however, and the sewers
in that district should be completed by 1960 or 1961.

Mission Urban Township had no control over the sewer
districts that served its area, However, the township
engineer did provide some engineering control for new storm
sewers to be constructed by developers in the urban
township, In this connection he made surveys and recommen=
dations for sewer construction which would provide proper
drainage for the u-u..29

Most of Mission Urban Township was located within
the boundaries of Johnson County Water District Number 1.
The water district 1s governed by an elected board which

selects an operating engineer, District revenues come from

28
Area #Eo;g%t S ort QE%
% Eansas (Kansas tﬁﬁmonm
ute, Industrial Economics Division, 1956), p. 22;
Interview with Mr, Carl Standiford, July 7, 1959.

29!01¢phono conversation with Mr, R, L, Ehrlich,
m, Bl 1959|
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the sale of water and related services with certain minor
exceptions., The enabling legislation for the Johnson
County Water District was passed by the 1951 Kansas
Legislature. During its first few years of operation, the
district made a study of the possible purchase of the
Eansas City Suburban Water Company. The actual purchase of
this private water company took place in December, 1957.
There were many who complained about the very high price
which had to be paid for the Kansas City Suburban Water
Company. Two things should be kept in mind in this connec-
tion, however. (1) The private water company spent much
money in developing a water plant near Morris, Kansas and
in making arrangements to get water from Kansas City,
Kansas and Kansas City, Missouri, (2) The construction
costs of the water distribution system in the period after
World War II were very high, These expenses and high
construction costs resulted in high water rates for those
served by the Kansas City Suburban Water Company. Since
Johnson County Water District Number 1 has been formed,
the water rates of individual consumers have not been
lowered, and they probably will not be until increased
urbanization of the area makes possible the use of water
mains to the saturation point, Although a prolonged period
of hot, dry weather might cut the water supply below the
level needed by district residents, the water district is
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engaged in an enlargement program which should be completed
by the end of 1960, The capacity of the water treatment
plant near Morris in Wyandotte County is being inecreased
from five million to fifteen million gallons of water a
day. This improvement will make Johnson County Water
Distriet Number 1 less reliant upon Kansas City, Kansas and
Kansas City, Missouri for its water supply.”

In addition to the special districts mentioned,
there are also some elementary school distriects and a rural
high school district in the township., Because of the
gimilarity of school districts throughout the state, it is
felt that no discussion of these should be ineluded in this
study.

Organization of the Mission Urban Township Board,
When the urban township board first met in Janvary, 1953,
the five members chose a chairman, a treasurer, and a
elerk, The other two men were siuply considered as board
members, The same organization of urban township officers
and members remained unchanged until the urban township was
incorporated, The urban township board further organized

gln%h"ﬁ'% %t%!&r Stnn

3 k m 8 19593 [} hono convu'l:tion wltll: l;r. éo .
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Letter received from FE% %’ Coun ater Distriot '
Number 1, March 17, 1960,
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itself into five standing committees to facilitate the
handling of its work, The committee on Law and Ordinance,
Police, License, and Public Health was the most sctive of
the standing committees, Its chairman, acting as police
commissioner, worked closely with the police chief to help
provide adequate law enforcement for Mission Urban
Township. The other four standing committees of the urban
township board were: (1) Streets, Traffic, and Highways;
(2) Fire Protection; (3) Zoning, Planning, Parks, and
Playgrounds; and (l) Public Utilities and Sewers., During
1959 and the first part of 1960 these committees were not
as active as they had been in the years before, With all
the thinking about and the problems in connection with the
incorporation procedure, the board more often acted as a
committee of the whole, '

The urban township board had several advisors. One
of these was the township engineer, He was consulting
engineer for both the zZoning board and for the urban towne
ship governing bedy., He attended the board meetings and
made reports and recommendations as necessary. Mission
Urban Township alsc maintained an attorney. The township
attorney edvised the board on legal matters, drew up

nonnrut%% %@3, .Tun. 195% ;’ﬁﬁ:ﬁ.
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ordinances, and prosecuted traffic offenders in police
court. Until 1957 the urban township had a manager who
acted as a limison officer between the zoning board and the
urben township board.>o

The Mission Urban Township Board held its meetings
on the first and third Monday evenings of each month., The
board's job was both legislative and administrative in that
it passed ordinances and resolutions and then enforced
them, At the board meetings the complaints and requests of
urban township residents were heard, A request for new
street lights was a common item on the board meeting
agenda, Other appeals such as those asking for temporary
sidewalk construction or for traffic signal installation
were taken into consideration, Complaints about drainage
conditions and sewerage problems over which the urban town-
ship government had no jurisdiction were often brought to
the attention of the five man board,>>

Mission Urban Township Budget. A study of the urban
township budget for the years 1958-59 showed the general
fund and the road fund to account for most of the urban
township expenditures, Included in the gemeral fund were

321!!.1’.01'71“ with Mr, R, L. Ehrlich, June 11, 19593
Interview with Mr, R. J. Taylor, June 15, 1959,

335ttendance at five Mission Urban Township Board
meetings, April 20, 1959 to June 15, 1959,
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administrative expenses, police department and police court
expenses, and traffic control expenses. From the stande
point of money spent, the maintenance of roads and the
polieing of the area were the two most important functions
of the Mission Urban Township government, Out of a total
expenditure by the urban township of $339,856 in 1958,
$152,500 was spent on road maintenance and $108,02), was
spent on the police department, The amount spent on these
two functions represented 76 per cent of the urban towne
ship expenditures for the year, Other smaller expenditures
for 1958 ranked in the order of their amount were as
followe: fire district expenses, $28,080; administrative
department expenses, $25,722; election and registration
expenses, $12,700; machinery and equipment purchases,
$6,652; trash and garbage disposal, $6,35); traffic control
expenses, $3,11l; band expenses, $1,500; and noxious weed
eradication, $1.83.3u

The ad valorem and intangible property taxes were
the largest revenue producers for Misslion Urban Township,
In 1958 the property taxes accounted for 63 per cent of the
urban township's receiptas. Other less important sources of

urban township revenues were sales tax residues, franchise

lyssston Urban Township Budget, Johnsen County
Herald, June 25, 1959, ’ "
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taxes, police court and parking fines, state liquor tax,
licenses and permits, reimbursed expenses, insurance claims
and refunds, interest on land contract, sale of land, and
gasoline taxes. Mission Urban Township had no bonded
indebtedness as of January 1, 1959.35

Problems of Mission Urban Township. Loss of its
territory through annexation was probably the most serious
problem facing Mission Urban Township throughout its
existence, As early as 1955 the township attorney was
instructed to seek means to prevent further annexations,

At that time the annexations were said to be posing a
serious threat to the future operation of the urban town-
ship government, Even though the law required 100 per cent
permission of property owners before any area could be
ennexed to a city, the annexation by small tracts of land
still went on, During 1955 the suggestion was made that
Mission Urban Township incorporate as a first class city to
end further land loss to the adjacent cities.®

In 1956 the city of Mission tried a new method in
attempting to annex urban township territory. Instead of
annexing by ordinance with the property owners consent,
Mission tried to annex some land by petition, If the

351v1a,

36516 City Ster, September 28, 1955 and
October 11'."1%2 S5 Shak, Sev s
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- sounty commissioners had granted approval, the annexation
eould have taken place regardless of the desires of prop-
erty owners, Although Mission's attempt to annex by
petition falled, 1t illustrates one of the methods triled in
the constant annexation struggle between the urban township
and surrounding cltles,>’

When the new urban township board took over its
duties in January, 1957, attempts were made to prevent
additional land losses through annexation, State law at
that time limited the annexation of township territory in
counties which were under 115,000 population. The law said
annexation could take place only if (1) the property owners
consented, and (2) the county commissioners approved the
action. By 1957 Johnson County's populetion was rapidly
approaching the 115,000 population level, and urban towne.
ship officials were concerned about losing the state's
protection lg‘i}\lt annexation, Much effort was made by the
Mission Urban Township Board to get a revision of the law,
and the effort was successful, The state law was changed
to give annexation protection to tounships in counties
which had populations of 150,000 or 1on.3-8

yhe Kanses Gity Times, April 28, 1956,
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Early in 1957 the urban township board met with the
sounty commissioners to discuss the annexation problem,
Although no formal asction was taken, those attending the
meeting agreed that Mission Urban Township's boundaries
should remain unchanged until an over-all plan of governe
ment could be worked out for the area., The township
officials complained about earlier annexations because (1)
the cities were annexing fully developed residential sec-
tions on which the urban township had spent much money, and
(2) the cities doing the annexing had no long range plans
for development, The Mission Urban Township Board Chairman
had this to say about the problem:
within $h8 Soutthiy farever, Theve Lre Seus CumwOnmsd
areas which probably should become part of an adjacent
the 1ties annex in ;:S“aﬁiﬁ.:t“l?“c‘;ﬁ)“f“&‘:&‘%:ﬁ.“
would be destroyed,
Some serious problems resulted from the loss of
urban township territory through annexation., The urban
township board chairman mentioned the problem of a

shrinking tex base, As an example of this, in 1958 the

pe 1068 ef, Jobnson County fereld, June 26, 1958; The

earlier law t township territory annexation can be

found in Franklin Corrick (ed.), % General
asi e ter,

tatutes of as 1919 (Topeka,
’ 3353.
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urben township estimated its valuation at §31,000,000,

Later it was found that those making the estimate had not
considered all the annexations which had taken place, and
the true valuation was slightly over $32,000,000, As a
result the urban township budget had to be cut by §12,000
for the year. Scattered areas to be serviced was another
dirficulty whieh developed because of the annexationa, The
urban township had to provide government for areas which
were entirely surrounded by incorporated citles, Often
these surrounded areas were undesirable tracts of land
which the cities did not want to annex, In addition to the
ereation of surrounded township areas, the annexations
produced many jagged or irregular boundaries in the town-
ship, A glance at a 1958 or 1959 map of Mission Township
will confirm this statement., Finally, the unfortunate
annexation struggle between the urban township and sur-
rounding cities prevented cordial and cooperative relations
from developing between these units of loecal govommt.ho
The annexation problem for Mission Urban Township
continued through 1959 end the first part of 1960, With
the talk of the urban township inecorporating as a first
class city, the cities in the township were more eager than

t!% City Star, September 3, 1958 ohnson
County Herald, ovao'?le,',"ﬁéa,.p 3 ) delnsch
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ever to increase in size, The cities talked about

"squaring off" their boundaries which to them meant the
inclusion of huge tracts or urban township land within
their eity limits, More will be sald ebout the boundary
problen in the chapter dealing with the change of the urban
township into a firat class city,

Zoning was another major problem for Mission Urban
Township, Many people had hoped that with the formation of
the urban township govermment in 1953 the final zoning
authority would be transferred from the Johnson County
Commissioners to the Mission Urban Township Board,

However, the county commissioners retained the final zoning
power despite the protests of many urban township resi-
dents, Even before 1953 there was much dissatisfaction with
the zoning that was done by a county commissioner appointed
board, It was an even more serious grievance for the urban
township, A former board member sald there was more dis-
satisfaction expressed about Mission Urban Township's

zoning than about any other service provided by local
gevmt.m'

The urban township board made several attempts to
get the final zoning authority for itself. One such
attempt was made in 1955 after about 100 persons had

utntmin with Mr, Matt Ross, June 15, 1959,
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attended an urban township board meeting to protest the
actions of the zoning board., The protest was centered
about the refusal of the zoning board to allow a $6,000,000
shopping center at 95th Street and U, 8, Highway 69. The
goning board decision on that particular issue had been
based on a study of the area made by Community Studies,
Ine. In June, 1955 the urban township board announced that
it would draw up an ordinance to create a new planning and
zoning commission to be appointed by the Mission Urban
Township Board, Such an ordinance was not drawn up, howe
ever, because the board members seriously doubted its
legality. On several occasions during 1955 and 1956 the
urban township board announced to crowds of township resi.
dents that 1t would be happy to assume the zoning funection
if Kansas Statutes would permit, The wrban township board,
its members stated, simply did not have the authority to
assume that funection. In spite of these announcements, the
goning issue still was not settled, In 1956 the urban
township board defeated a proposed ordinance which would
have given the urban township government the final zoning
power, Also in 1957 the board promised resgidents that a
serious effort would be made to change the situation with
respect to zoning, but no important changes were made. The
county commissioners retained the authority to review the
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action of all township zoning boards in Johnson cmty.hz

Although there was much criticism of the Mission
Urban Township Zoning Board, some of it probably was not
justified. On the same night the zoning board had disape
proved the §6,000,000 shopping center at 95th and U. 8. 69,
it had approved a multi-million dollar apartment project
only twe blocks te the north., Immediately charges of
favoritism were thrown at the board, Soon after these
important zoning decisions had been made, the urban towne
ship board met with the county commissioners to discuss the
goning problem, Both groups agreed that the zoning for
Mission Urban Township had been very poor. The zoning
board was accused of spot zoning, of being too much influ-
enced by personalities, and of having too many Overland
Park businessmen who were concerned only with protecting
their own business interests. A former urban township
board chairman said the zoning board had been dominated by
a large Overland Park developer who became a political boss
in the community. Nearly all the criticisms of the zoning
board resulted from various zonings about business, In
some cases where a plot of land was zoned for business, the

nearby residents complained that their property values

sugnes 22 fg0ge Lty Times, June 8, 1955 June 1y 1955;
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would be lowered. Other times when zoning for a business
was refused, those desiring the business charged the zoning
,\hu-d with protecting its own !.ntcu"ui;l.h3

Many of the urban township zZoning problems were
eliminated after a master zoning plan worked out by Hare
- and Hare Architects and Zoning Consultants was accepted.
" The plan was started in 1956 and was accepted by the town-
. ship in November, 1957, This plan dealt with the northern
-v two-thirds of the urban township which contained mostly

~ residential sreas, In 1959 a master zoning plan was
. ordered for the southern part of the township which had
‘ been largely agricultural land up to that time, During
1958 and 1959 the zoning board continued to use Hare and
Hare as planning consultants on a monthly fee b‘lil.m“
The zoning board issued large numbers of building
permits for Mission Township and Mission Urban Township as
can be seen by Figure l., The highest number of building
permits was issued in 1950 and generally the trend after
that was downward. This can be explained by the fact that
most of Miassion Urban Township's territory was extensively

on County Her June 16, 1955
guno 29, E! erview with Mr, goﬁ%t%ﬁ

593 Intmiw with Mr, Matt Ross, June 15, 195‘5

%ﬁx ovc-%z H ‘ ahe 1956,_@%_!1_15““)

anuary 21, 1959,
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developed by 1950,

Another problem of Mission Urban Township was its
inability to establish a bullding code for its area, Under
Kansas Law an unincorporated area is not allowed to have a
building regulation code without permissive state legisla-
tion, The urban township officials were unsuccessful in
their attempts to get such legislation. A building code
would have insured that homes and commercial establishments
were built to minimum standards of health, safety, and
durability, The inabllity to establish a building code for
its area made Mission Urban Township a less desirable place
to live then it otherwise would have boon.h‘s

The two main problems of the urban township from an
engineering standpoint were subestandard streets and inade-
quate drainage facilities, Maintenance of the sub-standard
streets was a very costly operation., These streets were
the product of (1) poor planning, and (2) the lack of
enforcement of minimum standards, The inadequate drainage
facilities resulted from careless and rapid work of devel-
opers, The urban township had very little authority to
correct the drainage problems in its u-ot.,"ﬁ-

L5,
as City Kansan, October 27, 1958;
Intmiwzﬁ'tﬁ ﬁ's'-. 7&1 on, June 11.'1959.
4osnterview with Mr, Roy Owen, June 10, 1959;
Interview with Mr, R, L, Ehrlich, June 11, 1959,



One of the Mission Urban Township Board members
mentioned the difficulty of trying to offer municipal
services to a large population with a government he
described as a hybrid between an incorporated city and a
rural township., A similar problem mentioned by the board
members was that of the urban township having to operate
under ambiguous laws, They complained about the township's
powers not being well-defined by Kansas ltatutu.lﬂ

The complicated structure of local goveranment in
Mission Urban Township's area should be mentioned as
another problem, In addition te the complexity of county
and urban township government, a large number of special
districts also operated in Mission Urban Township's terri-
tory. The total governmental structure in Mission Urban
Township was hard for residents to understand, it resulted
in duplication of services, and it was expensive, The
special districts were not responsible to the urban towne
ship government or to the cities in the area, Uncoordinated
local govermnment was the result,

Population growth of Mission Urban Township., The
population growth of the urban township should be considered,
It was the rapid population increase which brought about
the demand for more governmental services, In this section

47 jonnson County Herald, June 26, 1958,
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of the study the population figures for both Mission Urban
Township and the entire geographical Mission Township will
be mentioned, These latter figures are used because they
help to show the population trend for the entire area, The
annexations of urban township areas sometimes caused its
population to decrease while the population numbers and
density for the township as a whole showed a steady
inerease,

The total population for Mission Township, including
the population of the 1l incorporated cities, grew from
49,601 in 1953 to 83,620 in 1959, During the same time the
Mission Urban Township population inereased from 19,582 to
32,833 while its size was reduced by annexations, These
population changes are shown in Table IV,

Most of the population growth for Johnson County has
been accounted for by the growth of the three most populous
tounships in the county--Mission, Shawnee, and Olathe, The
three townships had 80 per cent of the total county popula-
tion in 1950 and are expected to have 86 per cent of the
county population by 1970, The other seven townships in
Johnson County are largely agricultural u-ul.l"'a Table V
shows the population of Johnson County from 1950 to 1959,

hBAroa Development Study of Northeastern Johnson
County, Eansas, P« (e



TABLE IV

POPULATION GROWTH OF MISSION URBAN TOWNSHIP
AND
GEOGRAPHICAL MISSION TOWNSHIP

YEAR MISSION URBAN GEOGRAPHICAL

TOWNSHIP MISSION TGWHSHIP
195 19,582 601
1955 22,98 : Jn
195 26,30 bli, 331
it i Bl
195 28,115 7,708

1959 32,833 3820

Source of informations Office of the Johnson County
Clerk, Olathe, Kansas,



TABLE V
POPULATION GROWTH OF JOHNSON COUNTY,
1950-1959
YEAR POPULATION
1950 61,166
1951 71,336
1952 917
195 7,272
195 96,705
195 xos.ghs
1956 112,836
195 118,691
195 120,6
1959 128,93

Source of information: Office of the Johnson
County Clerk, Olathe,
Kansas,

83



8l

Weaknesses of Mission Urban Township. The lack eof
authority of Mission Urban Township to establish its bound-
aries permanently was discussed in connection with the
annexation problem. Some people believe that the cities of
Mission Township were influential with the Kansas
Legislature in keeping the urban township weak in power
with respect to boundary establishment .w At any rate the
inability to keep its territory must be ranked as & major
weakness of Mission Urban Township,

The urban township's lack of final zoning authority
can also be classed as a weakness which caused serious
problems, HMany township residenta felt that the urban
township board which was directly responsible to the people
of the township should have had the zoning power, There
probably would not have been as much eriticism of the
goning service if it had been controlled by the urban towne
ship board rather than by the Johnson County Commissioners,

Mission Urban Township'!s inability to provide some
of the necessary municipal funetions required by a metro-
politan area should be listed as a weakmness. It was
already mentioned that the urban township had to operate
under laws which some people termed ambiguous, More than

l'ﬁ'!ohphono conversation with Mr, I. L, Roark, July
8, 1959.
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likely the urban township government would have provided
additional services for its residents if the laws had been
clearly stated,

Limitetion on its taxation powers was another
weakness of Mission Urban Township., The tax levy allowed
for the urban township was much lower than the levy whieh
cities in the state may use, Without the necessary reve-
nues the urban township could not have provided all the
desired services, It should be mentioned here, however,
that the urban township board did not use its maximum tax
levy., The few things menticned in this section, while not
a complete list, were the most serious weaknesses of the
urban township govermment.

Success of the Mission Urban Township government,
In 1951 and 1952 the proposed urban township form of
government was spoken of in highly complimentary terms by
most individuals and groups in Mission Township, By the
middle of 1959 the situation had changed considerably.
There were still those who praised the urban township
government, but there were others who originally supported
the urban township plan who had become highly eritical of
it. The opinions on the success of Mission Urban Township
vary all the way from those who considered it highly suc=
cessful to those who considered it a complete failure,

One of the men who helped draft the Urban Township
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Law of 1951 said the urban township was as successful as 1t
was expected to be, The urban township government, he
said, was established to serve for six or seven years until
there was a larger population in the area and a change to a
more permanent form of government could be made, This man
considered the urban township as an interim government which
had served its purpou.so

Another man who assisted in drafting the Urban

Township Law in 1951 was more critical of the operation of
Mission Urban Township., He said it had not been very suc-
cessful and gave two reasons in explanation, According to
his thinking the urban township board had not used 0,11‘01'
its clearly stated powers nor had the board explored for
new powers to use, As an example, he pointed out that the
urban township government had not ereated benefit districts
for street improvement; instead, this had been left as a
job for the county., The other reason this man gave for the
urban township's lack of success was its newness as a form
of government, He sald the urban township government had
no examples to follow and it was not understood by the
people of the tmhip.s 3

so‘l‘olophem conversation with Mr, Lyndus A, Henry,
June 24, 1959.

5"1’.1»!:«10 conversation with Nr, Clark Kuppinger,
July 3, 1959,
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The man who had been township trustee from 1948 to
1952 expressed the opinion that the urban township govern-
ment had not been as successful as people thought it would
be, He talked about the jealousy and friction of the urban
township in its relations with the cities in Mission
Township, During 1951 and 1952 there were many, he stated,
who believed the citlies of the area would consolidate with
the urban township, This, of course, had not taken place
and the relations of the urban township and the cities had
been very nnrr!.oallly.sz

The first chairman of the Mission Urban Township
Board, who served in that capacity during 1953 end 1954,
believed the urban township govermment had not been suce
cessful, He stated that the urban township government was
doomed to failure because of the nature of Kansas laws,
Much of the wrban township's failure, he thought, could be
blamed on its lack of home rule powers and on the ambiguous
Urban Township I.ul.s -

At a boundary hearing with the Johnson County
Commissioners in June, 1959, there were several in attend-
ance who were highly critical of Mission Urban Townshilp

5z!oltphono conversation with Mr, Tom C, Hansen,
June 2l, 1959,

Ss!ohphau conversation with Mr, I, L, Roark,
:ul’ 8. 195’0
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government, One lady said that the urban township board
had no power, 1its members didn't do anything, and it was a
waste of money to pay the board members' salaries, 8She and
others at the meeting were quite obviously unhappy with
urban township services,

The Johnson County Commissioners themselves rated
the urban township government as only moderately successful,
They pointed out the entire incorporation procedure as
proof of much dissatisfaction with the urban township, The
county commissioners also cited the urban township's
failure to use all its powers and its maximum tax levy.
They believed that the urban township could have provided
more services for its residents had the maximum tax levy
been und-s b

On the other hand, there are those who considered
the urban township to be a very succesaful experiment in
government. A person who had studied the urban township
and its problems said that Mission Urban Township was
highly successful, He mentioned the urban township's
$250,000 worth of road equipment, the money which the urban
township had in a capital improvement fund, -and the fact of
the urban township's having no bonded indebtedness as

Shpeak with Mrs, P, A, Redfern at bo hearing,
June 5, 19593 Interview with Johnson County Commissioners,
June 5. 19590
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examples of its success, Various people at hearings with
the county commissioners announced their satisfaction with
the urban township govermment and their desire for it to be
oontinuodsss

Other groups and individuals took a more moderate
view of the successes and failures of Mission Urban
Townships The urban township board of 1959 was in this
cetegory. The board chairman believed the urban township
government had been sucecessful except for its lack of
zoning power and its inability to protect against
annexation, The urban township board clerk referred to the
urban township as an interim government in the change from
rural township to city government, He said the urban towne
ship eould have been more successful if it had been given
more powers when it was adopted in 1953. The urban towne
ship board treasurer expressed the opinion that the urban
township government had been successful in providing
services considering the framework under which it had to
apu'nte-s 6

A few other ideas about the success of Mission Urban

Sslt‘hnhnco et boundary hearing with Johnson County
Comaissioners, June 8, 1959; Telephone conversation with
Mr, Gerald I, Coel, June 23, 1959,

séntmiu with Mr, Roy Owen, June 10, 19593
Telephone conversation with Mr, H, H, Ellis, June 11. 19593
Telephone conversation with Mr, Roy Kamberg, June 26, 1959,
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Township will be summarized briefly. Several persons
interviewed felt that the urban township government had
worked as well as possible in an area with a rapidly
growing population, Another person mentioned the ebility
of the urban township to govern a large territory with the
powera of a third class city. A former township eclerk
thought the loss of its best land through annexation had
seriously hurt the urban township's chances for suocoln.57

A comparison of Figure 3 on page li7 and Figure 5 on
page 91 will show the amount of land lost by Mission Urban
Township through annexation between April, 1952 and
February, 1959, It will also be of interest to compare
these Figures with the ones on pages 121 and 122 in Chapter
IV, The two latter Figures show the proposed boundaries
for the cities in Mission Township in connection with the
incorporation procedure.

Chapter III has presented some of the findings about
the operation of Mission Urban Township. Its functions,
problems, and degree of success were three important
aspects to be considered. In making an evaluation of the
experimental urban township government these five factors
should be considered: (1) the urban township government was

STIntorvicw with Mr. R, J. Taylor, June 15, 1959;

g;;;phono conversation with Mr, M, W. Maxwell, June 23,



FIGURE 5

MISSION URBAN TOWNSHIP,

FEBRUARY, 1959
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Cities in Mission Township
in Figure S
Page 91

1, Merriam

24 Mission

3+ Countryside
lis Roeland Park
Se Westwood

6, Westwood Hills
7+ Mission Woods
8, Pairway

9. Mission Hills
10, Prairie Village
11, Leawood
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considered by some of its framers to be merely an interim
government; (2) the residents of the area generally did not
understand the urban township government; (3) the Kansas
Leglislature did not give the urban township clearly stated
powers; (L) rapid population growth created difficult prob-
lems for the urban township government; and (5) the
annexation procedure constantly lowered the urban towne
ship's tax base, Even though Mission Urban Township
encountered many serious difficulties, many people believe
the urban township government served the purpose for which

it was intended.



CHAPTER IV

THE CHANGE OF MISSION URBAN TOWNSHIP
INTO A FIRST CLASS CITY

This chapter is primarily concerned with a three
year perioed, 1957-60, in which much serious thinking was
done about the urban township's govermmental future, By
1957 the dissatisfaction which had been expressed with the
urban township government was beginning to produce impor-
tant efforts to solve the township's problems, Newspaper
articles, interviews, and the findings of the Mission Urban
Township Advisory Committee were important information
sources for this part of the study.

The formation of and early reports of the Mission
Urban Township Advisory Committee. The urban townshilp
board had become convinced by the middle of 1957 that some

township governmental changes were necessary, FProblems
which the urban township government could not solve had
arisens Using its appointive power, the Mission Urban
Township Board chose a 25 member citizens advisory
comuittee, The committee was established to work in
cooperation with the urban township board and the departe
ment of social studies of the University of Kansas in
studying the problems and planning for the future of the
urban township, In its first few weeks of operation the
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advisory committee mentioned the amnexation problem and

lack of revenue as the chief problems of Mission Urban
Township. Zoning difficulties, fire and police protection
conflicts, and lack of authority were singled out as less
serious problems, Already in late 1957 one of the advisory
committee members suggested the incorporation of the urban
township as a first class eity.l

Deficiencies of Mission Urban Township. Several
times the advisory committee made reports in which the
deficiencies of the urban township government were listed,
One such report was made in June, 1958, According to the
report, Mission Urban Township was not getting a fair share
of state-returned funds, In Kansas various state-collected
taxes are shared with incorporated cities but not with
townships, The report went on to mention that the urban
township government was limited in the funds 1t could cole
lect and in the means for collecting them. Furthermore,
the advisory committee pointed out that the urban township
could not spend money for public works even if 1t so
wished, Other deficiencies of the urban township mentioned
in the June report were: (1) inability to stop amnexation;

i DT November 2
- "M‘%’um 21, 1957;
ark, Kansas), December
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(2) no control of its own planning and zoning; (3) lack of
¢learly stated powers; and (l) the failure of the people of
the community to understand the urban township form of
govmt.z

Speaking in October, 1958, the urban township clerk
had something to say about the continued operation under
existing state laws., While he was concerned partially with
the uwrban township's future, he was also thinking about the
welfare of the entire community, In part he said:

As long as we remain under the present law, new
cities will continue to be formed, the proliferation of
gwmtnr and overlapping of authority will continue,

here will be no unity among government (governments)
and little cooperation, and the problem will eventually
bring bui}d!.ng and development to a halt in Mission
Township.
Mr, Ellis further mentioned the difficulty of servicing
urban township areas which were completely surrounded by
incorporated cities,

In November, 1958 the urban township advisory
committee prepared a circular entitled Let's Talk Turkey
about Mission Urban Townshlp which was sent to 10,000 urban
township residents, Part of the circular was devoted to a

listing of the urban township's deficiencies. In answer to

t of the Mission Urban Township Advisory
Committee township office, Overland Park, Kansas,

ur
June 16, 1958,
The Kanses City Kansan, October 28, 1958,
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the question, "What do we have under Mission Urban Township

Government?™ the following seven deficiencies were listed:
(1) an area with a shifting boundary and an unstable tax
base; (2) a government designed primarily to handle rural
problems; (3) outside control of zoning and plannings (L) a
complex mixture of municipal functions; (5) little commu-
nity identity; (6) lack of clearly defined powers of
government, and (7) limited ability to furnish governmental
services without placing an overburden on the home-owning
taxpayu‘.u _

Population growth., Again the rapid population
| increase in the entire geographical Mission Tounship area
must be considered briefly in tracing the transition from
urban township to eity govermment, By December, 1957
Mission Urban Township had a larger population than any of
the cities in northeastern Johnson County. Yet the urban
township had only the powers of a third class city. One of
the advisory committee members pointed out the inconsistency
of trying to govern an area having a first class city
population with the governmental powers of a third class
citys That, very briefly, was the problem facing Mission
Urban Township government., The rapid population growth in

1958, ps 243 The Kansas City Kansan, December 20, 1958,
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Mission Township between 1953 and 1960 tended to make the
urban township government more ineffective each year, and
it was a very important factor in forecing the incorporation
of Mission Urban !m-hip.s

Recommendation of the advisory committee, Since its
formation in late 1957, the advisory committee had been
faced with the problem of choosing the type of government
to suggest for the urban township's future., In the summer
of 19568 the committee made a decision to recommend first
¢lass city government for Mission Urban Township, The
other alternative considered by the e¢itizens'! advisory
comnittee was a strengthening of the urban township govern-
ment, Before the choice was made between the two plans,
the advisory committee had definitely decided that one of
the plans would need to be adopted to give better government
to commmity residents, The idea of strengthening the
urban township was dropped because the urban township
concept was not well-defined and its powers had not been
tested in court, In choosing to recommend first class ecity
government, the Mission Urban Township Advisory Committee

5‘!ho Eansas City Times, December 21, 1957; Interview
with Johnson Uoun%y ommissioners, June 5, 1959; Population
figures from office of the Jolmson County Clerk, Olathe,
Kansas,
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knew it had selected a well-understood form of government,

Advantages of ghanging to a first glass gity, After
recommending the change to city government, the advisory
committee did much work to show township residents the
advantages of changing the urban township into a first

o

class citys, One advantage pointed out was the clearly
defined power of a first class city through statutes and
court decisions, The residents were told that a city could
obtain representation in the state hguhtnro.? The
better possibilities for orderly development of the area
and the fact that annexation would cease were used as argu-
| ments in favor of changing to a eity. According to the
advisory committee's calculations, the area would have
received $87,000 in state-collected taxes during 1957 if it
had been a citys A first class city's flexible system of
financing and its ability to provide more services for its
residents were used as additional arguments for making the
proposed governmental chlngo.e
The c¢ircular which was mailed to 10,000 urban
township residents in November, 1958 contained several

6‘!.'o!.cphano conversation with Mr. W, V. Skinner, June
11' 1959‘

7R ort of the Mission Urban Townshi
Rep p Advisory
Committee, e 16, 1958,

Srbia,
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kinds of information, It listed the seven deficiencies of

Mission Urban Township mentioned earlier in this chapter,
The 1little pamphlet also told residents how they could get
first class city government for the area, The two things
stressed by the advisory committee in this connection were:
(1) the need for state legislation, and (2) the need for
the people of the area to convince state legislators that
the urban township should be changed into a first class
eity. The pamphlet went on to mention some of the groups
and individuals who had announced their desire to make the
recommended governmental change. The urban township board,
the advisory committee, home owners associations, and
members of both major political parties had stated their
support of the change to city gevmt.’

Two other important questions were answered in the
four page circuler commonly called Let's Talk Turkey. Ten
answers were given to the question, "Why does )liuion Urban
Township need first class city government?" The answers
were as follows: (1) to provide a stable tax base and be
able to keep taxes down; (2) to be able to make long range
plans for a rapidly growing community; (3) to maintein
property valuesj (L) to establish better cooperation with

s roci SERRCS TGRS Hommibis ¢, 00y Javte
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neighboring communities; (5) to better coordinate community
services and activities; (6) to get better roads; (7) to
increase the civiec pride of the commmity; (8) to provide
eity services for an area with a city population; (9) te
give the governing body tested solutions for home owners!
problems, and (10) to gain tax revenues returned by the
state to incorporated ecities, The other important gquestion
was similar and it read, "What would we have with a first
class city government?" The seven parts of the answer were:
(1) a large stable community; (2) e government that could
handle city problems; (3) local control of planning and
goning; (l4) an administration with e central point for
answers and services; (5) a home-town community identity;
(6) well-established powers of government, and {7) a
lighter finanecial burden with the return of state-collected

taxes .10

In January, 1959 the Johnson County Herald made a
survey of 200 urban township residents on the question of
changing into a first class eity. While there were a few
who were against making the change, most of the residents
wanted Mission Urban Township to become a first class city.
These people thought a city would be an improvement over
the urban township government in providing better

O5444,, ppe 1-3.
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management and more economical government for the ma.n
Urban township officials were among those to point
out advantages in changing to a first class city. The
wrban township board chairmen mentioned an advantage with
respect to the budget, He referred to the urban tounship's
problem of making budget ad justments because of annexations
and said an incorporated city would not face this difficulty.
The police chief believed the change to elty government
would mean more job security for his men, The urban towne
ship police force had to be reduced several times because
of budget changes. The urban township clerk thought a city
would be able to attract some industry which would make
possible a broader tax base. According to the clerk,
Mission Urban Township contained some land well suited to
industrial use,
Arguments sgeinst changing to 8 first class elty.
The Johnson County Commissioners stated that the taxes in a
first class city would be higher than the taxes levied by
the urban township. They believed a city would perform
more services and require more revenue than the urban towne
ship governmment, Other individuals pointed. out that an

Msohnson County Herald, Jenuary 15, 1959,

12 nterview with Mr, Roy Owen, June 10, 19593
Interview with Mr. J, 0. Kenyan, June 12, 1959; Telephone
conversation with Mr, H, H, Ellis, June 17, 1959,
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even more serious taxation problem would exist for the
agricultural areas of southern Mission Urban Township if
they were included in the proposed [irst claass c¢ity. These
people said the residents of farm areas would object stren-
uously to high eity taxes. It was ergued that the change
of the urban township into a ¢ity would cause a serious
boundary dispute, This argument proved to be true in the
efforts made during 1959 and 1960 to incorporate Mission
Urban Township, The boundary struggle will be described in
another section of this chapter, 85till other people
believed the formation of a 12th small city in Mission
Township was a mistake, and they opposed the incorporation
of the urban township for this rouon.u

The effort to secure state legislation., In
September, 1958 the urban township legislative committee
was told to start preparing legislation to present to the
1959 Kansas Legislature, The legislation was desired to
make possible a change of Mission Urban Township into a
first class e¢ity. The hope at that time was to incorporate
the entire urban township territory, farm land inecluded,
as the first class city., After the November election the
legislative committee completed the drafting of ite bill

e st HENS BTN AL g oot



1oL

on the subject of urban township mmum.m
In February, 1959 Representative Clark Kuppinger of
Johnson County introduced his version of the towmship
incorporation bill in the Kansas Legislature, The bill
provided for the dissolving of the urban township board,
the holding of boundary hearings, the establishment of
boundaries, and the evolving of the urban township inte a
first class city. There was much public support of the
bill as evidenced by the fact that Mr, Euppinger received a
petition with 5,000 signatures in favor of the bill, In
March the bill passed the Eansas Legislature and received
the governor!s signature to become lm.]‘5
The law which made possible the change of Mission

Urban Tounship into a first class c¢ity 1s summarized as
follows:

An act relating to townships of the urban classj to

provide a moodm for the dissolution of such towne

ships and disposition of all property and assets of

a township so dissolved; to provide for the attachment

of part of the tmito:{.ef the township to existing

cities and to include remainder in a city of the

first class to be ereated; to prescribe the powers,
duties, authority, and jurisdiction of boards of county

Lirne g&i city September 20, 1958
'i;;.;;:hmo conversation wi « Wa V, 8kinnu-: :uno'n.

15! City Kansan, February 17, 1959 and
March 18,'% 3 on bm er hbm;ry 19, 1959;
Clark ngg s Hous N0, » Printed for the Kansas
Senate, 9 Session,
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commissioners, election commissioners, and other public
officers in relation thereto; to provide for the -
:::te::n::pt;:;:;o;?gbcxponlol and the reimbursement of

The provision that all the territory of Mission Township
should be included ¢n one of the 12 incorporated cities of
the township is important. Much of the boundary dispute to
be discussed in another sectlion can be traced to this
provision of the law,

Name for proposed first class city. A minor problem
for the early part of 1959 was the choosing of a name for
the first class city to be formed out of Mission Urban
Township's territory. Santa Fe was the most likely choice
of names during part of April, After the name Santa Fe had
been proposed, it was found that there had once been a
Santa Fe, Kansas in the western part of the state, It had
been incorporated in 1886 and was located between Garden
City and Sublette, When the rallroad was bullt through the
area, it had missed Santa Fe and the c¢ity soon became a
ghost town, Overland Park was always in the running as the
name for the new city. Contrary to the beliefs of many
people, Overland Park, Kansas was not an incorporated city
until May, 1960, It was merely the name gi;on to a busi-
ness district and an area in south-central Mission Urban

¥1p1d., pe 1
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Township., Finally in May, 1959 Overland Park was chosen as
the name for the proposed first class city. When the
Johnson County Commissioners announced their choice of
names, they said that the name of Overland Park had been in
use in the area for at least 50 nua.u

Efforts of the urban ownship board in the gchange %o
city govermment, Although the advisory committee had orig-
inally made the recommendation to incorporate as a first
class city, 1t was the Mission Urban Township Board which
officlally declded upon that course of action, The board
had until May 1, 1959 to take up the option of changing
into a first class city. During the last two weeks of
April, the urban township board unanimously approved a
formal resolution seeking incorporation of the urban towne
ship. The resolution was then presented to the county
commissioners. Newspaper articles written during April,
1959 said that it would take about two months to hold the
boundary hearings, establish the boundaries, and effect the
morperntlon.la

At the time the urban township board filed its
resolution with the Johnson County Commissioners, the board

17 City Kansan, April 20, 1959; The Kansas
City Times, May G, ﬁﬁl ' " s Lhe

18, City Star, A
pril 20, 1959; The Kansas
City rm‘-‘?%‘ﬁﬁ_. - * .
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chairman announced the urban township?!s agreement with the
county commissioners on most boundary questions., It was
pointed out that residents of contested areas would be
allowed to have boundary hearings with the county commis-
sioners to declde which eity they would join., A posteard
poll was also suggested to help settle poassible boundary
disputes,?

In June, 1959 the urban township board prepared and
mailed an open letter to 8,000 residents of Mission Urban
Township. The board admitted the inability of the urban
township government to cope with the problems created by
rapid growth, The urban township board then announced 1its
support for the proposed change to first class city govern-
ment, The main purpose of the open letter was to urge
township residents to request that they be included in the
new city of Overland Park, The board listed five facts in
their open letter which they hoped would influence some
people in making the choice, They said the urban township
was entering the era: (1) without any debt, (2) with over
$250,000 worth of operational assets available upon incor-
poration, (3) with plenty of room for growth and developuent
to the south and the west, (L) with an opportunity for
urban township residents to share in the government of the

19rhe Kansas City Kensen, April 23, 1959.
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new eity by electing representatives of their own choosing,
and (5) with engineers working out plans for the orderly
development of residential, business, and recreational
areas., Along with the open letter, which contained prelime
inary boundaries for the proposed city, the urban township
board sent a posteard to the residents, On the posteard
were the following words:

TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
I am now a resident of Mission Urban
Township, I do not want to be included in
;:z {::e%-{:::tg:t:u other than the proposed
Signature Mr. (s)
Address 20

After these postcards were returned to the Mission Urban

Township Board, they were presented to the Johnson County
Commissioners.

Other support for the proposed ¢ity. During the
last two months of 1958, the advisory committee members
made numerous speeches to urban township residents urging
their support in the change to a first class city. MNr,
Coel, advisory commititee vice-chalrman, warned township
residents about the dangers of continuing nndu- the urban

20phe Mission Urben Township Bou-d An

to the Restdents'of lasion Uroen owmapis, ine D380
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towunship form of government, He said unless the change to
a city was made, urban township residents would be faced
with rising costs and a reduction of services, He pointed
out that the area lost by annexation in 1958 resulted in an
$11,000 reduction in police funds, The large amount of
money being lost to the urban township in the form of
state-collected taxes was mentioned, Mr, Coel expressed
his opinionhthnt property values sag when a community
cannot afford to maintain its governmental services. The
advisory committee vice-chairman urged the signing of peti-
tions to encourage legislation which would allow Mission
Urban Township to incorporate as a city of the first class,
About a month later Mr, Coel spoke to residents in the
southern part of the urban township., He told these people
"the future of Mission urban township lies primarily in the
undeveloped lands south of 83rd.'21 Coel again expressed
the opinion about the stabilizing influence of inecorporation
on property values, In speaking about the important prob-
lem of planning and zoning he had this to say:

Areas such as yours are still under development, and
Shru (shrough) their munieipel govermmeat, Nissica

township resident (residents) will _not have this right
unless incorporation takes place,

2lohe Kanses City Kansan, December 17, 1958,
227p14,
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In other speeches to urban township residents, the advisory
comnittee members emphasized the seven deficiencies of
Mission Urban Township which they had found in thelr study.
Those deficiencies were listed earlier in this chapter,23

Boundary hearings with the county commissioners.
Boundary hearings were to begin June 5, 1959 end run for 20
days if necessary, The main purpose of these hearings was
to help the County Commissioners establish the boundaries
for the proposed first class city of Overland Park. By
June 5 the preliminary boundaries for all 11 cities (12
cities including Overland Park) in Mission Township had
been published in local newspapers, 7The hearings gave
tounship residents the chance to request a change of or an
acceptance of the preliminary boundaries which had been
established by the county ao.iuioncn.zh

The first boundary hearing was held June 5, 1959
with residents of an area bordering Mission, Kansas, In
the preliminary plan this territory had been included in
the new city of Overland Park, Over 200 interested citi-
zens attended the noisy and arpgument-filled hearing, The
county commissioners had difficulty in keeping order during

2
mng November 25, 1958; T
%n_g c:&h oon%gﬁi’l.’;ﬁﬂ :nd l.kc:b:r »

2hpne gansas City Times, Mey 23, 1959.
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part of the meeting., There were questions to the county

commissioners about the proposed city, arguments about the
comparative taxes of Mission and Overland Park, and
speeches made in praise of those two areas, When the final
vote was taken, only 1l people expressed the desire to
become a part of the city of Overland Park, Those in
attendance were told that the area under consideration
would probably be inecluded in the city of Mission if the
urban township inecorporation took phco.zs

Some of the boundary hearings with the county
commissioners were noisy and hard to control; others were
conducted in a more orderly manner, At several of the
hearings the groups had spokesmen who presented the wishes
of the residents to the county commissioners, The commis-
sioners then assured the people that their desires would be
consgidered in making the final boundary plan. The boundary
hearing with the residents of the Meadow Lake area, on the
other hand, was filled with protests, These people had
been told that their area would become a part of the eity
of Prairie Village. About },000 persons lived in the
Meadow Lake area which was non-contiguous te Mission Urban

25,ttendance at hearing with Johnsen County
Commissioners, June 5, :;mmw____,



Township et the time of the boundary hearings with the
county eomiui.onora.a6
At several of the boundary hearings the county
comnissioners announced that the final plan for incorpora.
tion would be ready by June 25, and the incorporation of
the urban township would take place in early August, 1959,
The commissioners alao explained about a referendum which
could be called to dodde whether or not to incorporate
Mission Urban Township, The voters of the community later
made use of this method to malke their wishes knm.27
Boundary problem for the proposed city of Overland
42&;. The most serious obstacle in the incorporation
procedure for Mission Urban Township was the problem of
final boundary establislment for Overland Park and the
ad Jacent cities in Mission Township, The worst part of the
boundary dispute was between lMission Urban Township and
Prairie Village with Mission and Leawood also in the
struggle. The other cities in Mission Township were more
nearly satisfied with theilr boundaries, As soon as the
legislation making possible the urban townshipts incorpora-
tion was introduced in the Kansas Leglslature, Prairie

2‘11_:_._ Kansas City Eensan, Jume 10, 1959,
2Tpttendance at boundu-{ hearings with Johnson
County Commissioners, June 5, 1959 and June 8, 1959,
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Village and Mission began to talk about annexing township
land to "square off" their boundaries. The mayor of
Mission said the incorporation of the urban township would
benefit the area, but the cities should be allowed to get
some land by annexation rtrlt.za

In February, 1959 Carl Standiford, Johnson County
Commissioner, said the situation was intolerable because of
"squabbles™, Many petitions for and against annexations
were circulated in the urban township, During the same
period the mayors of the 11 incorporated cities in the
township joined in drawing up a proposed map for the area
which would have left Mission Urban Township with about
one~third of its territory. There were many irregular
boundaries in the township which had resulted from small
territory annexations in the past. The boundary situation
was becoming very eonfusing for tewnship residents.2?

To help the situation somewhat, the Misasion Urban
Township Board met with some of the city officials to
discuss problems resulting from the incorporation proce-
dure, Typical of these meetings was one held with the
mayor of Merriam, HMayor Mattingly expressed the city's

2
“;Eo %Eg! City Kansan, February 13, 1959 and
February 10, B .

29
County Her February 19, 19593 T
Kansas ciix sicr.j%%;%m EE 1959. ’ e



11l
desire to expand by annexing urban township land, He went
on to say, however, that Merriem was not interested in
areas where the revenues produced would not take care of
the streets.>® This is another example of the problem
mentioned earlier in the study of cities wanting to annex
only the desirable urban township territories.

When Prairie Village annexed some tracts of
developed urban township land in late April, 1959, Mission
Urban Township officials strongly protested the surprise
move, The urban township attormey said the annexation
conflicted with House Bill 169 which made possible the
incorporation of Mission Urban Township, He filed a petie
tion with the Johnson County District Court which sought
an injunction to restrain Prairie Village from annexing
any more township territory., The petition flled in the
district court stated that the urban township should retain
possession of land held at the time of filing for incorpo-
ration,>’ The urban township board had filed for
incorporation about one week before the Prairie Village

annexation occurred,

3%he Kensas City Ster, April 15, 1959,
3’:3,“ as City Kamsan, April 28, 1959; The
City Times, &E%—lay . g Tv— i el
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There was some fear thet Mission Urban Township's
population might not be large enough to qualify it for
incorporation as a first class city. According to the 1959
atate legislation, the urban township needed to have at
least a 20,000 population to be eligible for the change %o
city government, Mission Urban Township had a population
of over 28,000 in 1958, but the boundary changes and annexe
ations of 1959 lowered that figure considerably., It was of
some relief to the urban township board to hear that the
county commissioners would prevent further annexations
after May 1, 1959 while the first class city plan was under
eonudu-ntion.y'

At a meeting with county commissioner Herman
Higgins, 100 urban township residents protested the bound-
ary changes which had been made in favor of the cities in
Mission Township. Robert Anderson, spokesman for the
residents, told that the people had been constantly peti-
tioned by Prairie Village and Mission, He mentioned the
urban township's large expenditures in developing some of
the territories considered for amnexation, and he expressed
the opinion that the people of the urban township should
have a volce in deciding what to do with those areas, Mr.

32)ttendance at urban township board meetings, May
Ly, 1959 and May 18, 1959.
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Higgins told the group to "Get to work and do some counter-
selling.,"3> He explained that the county commissioners
were working according to the will of the people in estab-
lishing boundaries for the proposed city of Overland Park,
The Johnson County Commissioner further told urban township
residents not to believe some of the tax claims made by
Prairie Village and Mission,

Following the publication of the preliminary
boundary plan in late May, 1959, the county commissioners
shifted large tracts of urban township land to the adjacent
‘eities, Some of these boundary changes were made as &
result of the boundary hearings. By the middle of June,
160 acres of the Milhaven sub-division had been given to
Mission, Prairie Village had been extended south from 83rd
to 95th Street, and Leawood's boundary had been extended
west one-quarter of a mile south of 95th Street, Harry
King, county commissioner, expressed disapprovel of the
boundary changes in saying, "As far as I'm concerned our
preliminary plan was as good a one as I've -un."3h Mr,
Standiford was in favor of expanding the city of Mission
west to U, 8, Highway 69, but Mr, King said-he would not
vote for that change unless Merriam, which is in his

3rhe Kansas Gity Kansan, June L, 1959,
3Upne Kanses City Star, June 16, 1959,
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district, was also allowed a considerable inerease in size.

The Johnson County Commissioners completed the final
plan for the incorporation of Mission Urban Township as a
first class eity on June 26, 1959, Actually, only a small
part of the original urban township territory remained
according to the plan, The 1959 Kensas Legislature had
hoped to create a large eity in the township which might
start a consolidation movement, but the June 26 plan had
merely formed the boundaries for the 12th small city in
Mission Township, Tho.rml boundary plan had very little
similarity to the preliminary plan which had been worked out
nearly a month before, County commissioner Carl Standiford
had become the chief architect for the new city of Overland
Park, as he was willing to give large tracts of urban town-
ship land to neighboring cities in making the boundary
plln.35

A difficulty appeared on June 30, 1959 when urban
township officials reported that the unofficlal census
figures showed the urban township territory of the June 26
plan to be under 19,000 population. John J, Gardner,
Johnson County Attorney, told the county commissioners that
their final plan would be void unless the territory out of

3
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which the city of Overland Park was to be formed had at
least a 20,000 population, Carl Standiford called the
report "inaccurate and incomplote">® which 1isted the urban
township population below 20,000, But to make sure their
final boundary plan would not be declared invalid, the
county commissioners had begun to consider tho' shift of
territory back to Mission Urban Township,

On July 1 the county commissioners voted two to one
to revert to the preliminary boundary plan with minor
changes, Standiford was bitterly opposed to the action and
called the change "a stinking deal,"! The July 1 revision
of the boundary plan returned large tracts of land to the
urban township, and 1t was considered as an important vice
tory by urban township officials, The plan represented a
major loss of territory for Prairie Village, Mission, and
Leawood as compared with the boundaries announced June 26,
1959. The county commissioners said they changed back to
the boundary plan of May beceause of HMission Urban Township's
population, The assessor!s office had shown the urban
township to contain less than 20,000 people., After the
July 1 session, county commissioner Higgins said no further

3%rne Kanses ity Ster, July 1, 1959,
3Tphe Kansas City Times, July 3, 1959.
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revisions would be made on the plan for the incorporation
of the urban tcunnhip.38

There were still changes to be made in the
boundaries, however, despite the announcement of commis-
sioner Higgins., Many angry citizens, primarily from areas
near Mission and Prairie Village, made a trip to Olathe on
July 2 to protest the boundary revisions made the day
before. One man claimed that the county commissioners had
acted in the interests of two large land owners in Mission
Urban Township, These protests resulted in another bound-
ary meeting for the Johnson County Commissioners. July 2,
as a Thursday, was not a day for official action by the
county commissioners according to state law., Nevertheless,
the two commissioners who were at the courthouse voted to
reinstate the June 26 boundary plan which had given much
urban township territory to Mission, Prairie Village, and
Leawood, Harry King, the third county commissioner who was
not in attendance at the meeting, later described the
action of the other two commissioners asz a "wholesale give-
mgy."” He sald the action was also bad legally because
he did not think the commissioners would take official

1959 331‘_113 Kansas City Times, July 2, 1959 and July 3,

39!32 Kansas City Times, July 3, 1959.
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action on Thursday. After lir, Higgins and Mr, Standiford
had voted to revert to the June 26 plan and after the angry
ecitizens had gone, Mr, Higgins said, "Basically, I still
think it's wrong."ho He was referring to the return of
urban township land to the three cities.

Figures 6 and 7 on pages 121 and 122 show the
"final"™ boundary plans of the county commissioners about
which there were so many disputes, Figure 6, page 121,
shows the boundaries as established by the commissioners in
the June 26 and July 2, 1959 plans. The urban township
officials strongly protested those boundaries, Figure 7,
page 122, shows the boundary plan accepted July 1, 1959,
The July 1 revision, very similar to the preliminary plan
of May, was most unsatisfactory to many residents of
Mission and Pralrie Village, Kansas,

In answer to the questions of urban township
residents, John J. Gardner, county attorney, explained
three methods which could be used by people who were dis-
satisfied with the boundary plan of the county
commissioners, The methods mentioned were: (1) direct
appeal to the distriet court, (2) an attempt could be made
to rescind the resolution made in April which initlated the
incorporation procedure, or (3) a special election could be

uoIbid.
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forced by petition, and the election might eliminate the
incorporation pll.ncm'

The boundary dispute was taken te the Johnson County
District Court for settlement on July 6, A petition filed
by Mission Urban Township sought (1) a declaratory judg-
ment, and (2) an injunction enjoining the county
commissioners from proceeding with the incorporation proce-
dure according to the July 2 plan, The petition asked if a
legal plan of incorporation existed. According to urban
township officials the county commissioners had violated
House Bill 169 in several ways, They had held boundary
hearings more than 20 days after publication of the prelim-
inary plan, the final plan of July 2 did not divide the city
into warde or precincts, and the plan had not contained a
legal description of c¢ity boundaries in Mission Township.
In addition the petition mentioned the boundary revision
made by the two county commissioners on Thuraday after the
comnissioners had ad journed from Wednesday to Friday. The
petition described the speclal July 2 session of the county
commissioners as an "extraordinary and rump nnicn“l‘z and
requested that the city limits established July 1 be
reinstated,

Wone kansas City Star, July 3, 1959.
42yne Kensas g1ty Times, July 7, 1959,
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A few days later the county attorney filed a motion
in the Johnson County District Court to strike several
phrases and paragraphs from the urban township petition.
The motion stated that certain passages of the petition
were redundant, irrelevant, and coneclusions of urban towne
ship officials, The Johnson County Attorney wanted all
references to the July 2 meeting as a rump session and
pseudo hearing to be stricken froam the petition. The
motion also sought to eliminate the objection that the
meeting had been held with only two county commissioners
present and without notice to the urban township., The
Mission Urban Township petition had described county
commissioner Herman Higgins as having a "vacillating and
indecisive -m'h-" and the motion asked that this descripe
tion be removed from the petitions In ruling on the
motion, the district judge upheld the pleas of the county
attorney and gave the urban township five days to file an
amended petition. At the same time he granted a temporary
restraining order to prevent the county commissioners from
annexing more territory to the cities in Mission Township.

On July 23, 1959 the county attorney. filed a
demurrer in the district court to block Mission Urban
Township's petition. The demurrer claimed that the urban

Upne Kansas City Times, July 10, 1959,
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township board's petition for an injunction and a
declaratory judgment concerning the boundary plan of July 2
contained no valid basis for court action, Judge O'Connor
believed otherwise, however, and overruled the demurrer
which had been filed on behalf of the county commisasioners
and the city of Prairie Village. After the ruling on the
demurrer the county attorney still argued that the commis-
sioners had complied with the special Kansas Statute in
making their July 2 boundary plm.““

Within the next few days there were other impertant
developments in the urban township court action, Missien,
Prairie Village, and Leawood were named as coe-defendants
along with the county commissioners in the litigation. An
attorney for Prairie Village notified the district court of
his intentions to appeal the demurrer ruling to the Kanseas
Supreme Court. Mission Urban Township announced its
efforts to seek a permanent injunction against the formae
tion of a eity out of urban township territory remnants.

To add to the confusion, a petition signed by 3,000 urban
township residents was filed in the office of the Johnson
County Clerk. The petition called for a referendum to

- Wipne Kansas City Times, July 2, 1959 and July 25,
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decide whether or not to form Overland Park as a first
class city.hs

Mission Urban Township's attempt to get a permanent
injunction against the county commissioners' final boundary
plan of 1959 was not successful. On July 31, 1959 the
district court granted a temporary injunction against any
further proceedings toward incorporation as outlined by the
July 2 plan, The court ruled the special Thursday session
of the county commissioners invalid because one of its
three members had not been notified and did not attend the
meeting, However, about a week later the urban townshipls
request for a permanent injunction against the same bound-
ary plan was denied, Judge O'Connor explained that
according to Eansas Supreme Court decisions a township
could not legally question municipal incorporation proce-
dures or initiate an injunction suit, The judge saild he
s8till believed the July 2 boundary plan to be invalid but
said the opinion was "of no legal emoquonn"hb because
the lawsuit had not been initiated by the state or one of
its officers, After making this decision the district

ings, July 29, 1959 and August 1
19593 ﬂf‘!‘&-_l. PRy 3 19k ’
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court dismissed the urban township case.’’

After failing in its effort to get a permanent
injunction againat the July 2 boundary plan, Mission Urban
Township filed a motion in the district court for a writ of
mandamus against the county commissioners. The motion
sought to have the July 1 boundary plan reinstated by mane
date of the court, On the same day the county attorney
announced his intentions of preparing a demurrer ageinst
the urban township's motion for a “u_hﬁ These legal
actions were later invalidated by other developments,

During the second week of August, 1959 the Johnson
| County Commissioners approved a special election to allow
urban township residents to vote for or against the disso-
lution of Mission Urban Township and formation of the first
¢lass eity of Overland Pu'k.\l“9 The commissioners expected
the election to be held around the middle of September, but
it did not take place until the end of October, The
results of the special election will be discussed later,

The county attorney's office reversed an earlier

opinion end on August 1l filed guo warranto proceedings

195%; 2 ;% mﬁn .._.!.» A ﬁl. 1959 and August 7,
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against the county commissioners' July 2 plan. The
assistant county attorney had tried to take the injunction
guit to the Kansas Supreme Court, but the case was refused
there so again the action was brought to the Johnson County
District Court, The gquo warranto action sald the July 2
plan should be ruled void because the county commissioners
did not comply with the regulations of Kansas legislation
in making the boundary plan. About a week earlier the
county attorney had defended the legality of the same plan,
In initiating the new court action the county attorney's
office also sought to postpone the referendum on whether or
not to incorporate the urban township until after a ruling
on the quo warranto nut.so

The county commissioners had earlier announced that
the incorporation of Mission Urban Township would take
place in August, 1959. By the end of the month, however,
the boundary situation was still highly confused, The
urban township was awaiting e hearing on the county's guo
warranto suit, and the whole area was walting for the refer-
endum to decide about the proposed incorporation, Typical
of the confused legal situation during August was a court

session where High Ereamer, assistant county attorney,

found himself prosecuting the quo warranto sult against the

50292 Kansas City Times, August 12, 1959,
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county commissioners and defending the commissioners in the
urban township's writ of mandamus action. A newspaper
editorial aptly described the boundary problem in this way:

The st e in Northeast Johnson County over the
size and ultimate fate of the proposed city of Overland
Yhe resideuts Of the sres &re semeeyasts Ives the
Invelvenents straight in their owm minde.0y o
The next really important development took place in
mid-September when the Johnson County Distriet Court
affirmed the validity of the county commissioners! July 2
boundary plan., The district court decision was based on
‘new evidence which had been presented by county commise
sloner Harry King., In a hearing of the distriet court
during the quo warranto proceedings, King reversed some of
his earlier statements and announced that he had known
about the controversial July 2 meeting but had decided not
to attend, The court ruled that the urban township incor-
poration could proceed according to the July 2 boundary
plan which was substantielly in compliance with the
provisions of the special Kensas Statute,>=
A referendum to decide whether or not to incorporate

Mission Urban Township was held on October 50, 1959« The

5141tortal in The Kansas Gity Star, August 11, 1959,
52he Kanses Gity Star, September 22, 1959,
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urban township board, which had initiated the incorporation
procedure, had by that time changed its position and urged
urban township residents to vote against the formation of
the new city of Overland Park, They took this stand
because of the relatively small size which the city would
have according to the county commissioners! boundary plan,
A final tally of the votes showed that the plan to form
Overland Park out of Mission Urban Township had been
defeated 1,802 to 835.°3 Out of about 10,000 eligible
voters only a little over 26 per cent had bothered to vote,
There were not even as many voters as there had been
signers of the petition calling for the referendum.

Voters undoubtedly expressed their disappointment
over what had started as a plan for a sizable
metropolitan city, only to see it whittled away by a
large areas of the townahip 5o edjasent oitiessh o

The October 30 referendum voided the July 2, 1959 boundary
plan of the county commissioners and ended the chances of
the urban township to be incorporated in 1959,

The incorporation of Mission Urban Township. In

December, 1959 the urban township board proposed to the
county commissioners that Mission Urban Township either be

53phe Kansas City Times, October 31, 1959,
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incorporated separately or be joined with the city of
Prairie Village. The proposal was considered by the
Johnson County Commissioners and Prairie Village officials
but no definite action followed. During December, 1959
and January, 1960 urban township officials also considered
the possibilities of merging the urban township with the
cities of Merriam or Mission, Here again, however, nothing
was done to put these plans into eroot.ss

In January, 1960 the Mission Urban Township Board
prepared a second resolution asking the county commissioners
that the urban township be incorporated. The resolution
proposed specific boundaries for the city to be formed out
of urban township territory. Although the county attorney
notified the urban township board that the boundaries they
had proposed could not be binding, the incorporation proce-
dure had again been initiated, The county commissioners
proceeded with the incorporation plan and by the middle of
February had completed a preliminary boundary plan, This
plan was generous to Mission Urban Township in that it
shifted only small amounts of land to Leawood and Prairie
Village. When the preliminary plan was announced, the
county commissioners told about public hearings which would

55phe Kansas City Ster, J 6, 1960 Kansas
Mgﬁ,";m%’{qzﬁ FhB-
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be held before a final boundary plan was tarnod.sb

Boundary hearings held with the county commissioners
during the first half of March, 1960 brought about several
boundary changes. The most important change doubled the
size of the city of Mission by extending its western bound-
ary from Lamar Avenue to U, S. Highway 69, its northern
boundary to the Wyandotte County line, and 1ts southern
boundary to U, S. Highway 50, Another very important
change shifted 160 acres of land southeast of 95th Street
and Mission Road to the proposed city of Overland Park.
Residents of this area wanted to be included in the city of
Leawood but Leawood officials did not desire to annex the
territory, The 160 acre Beverly Hills development south-
west of 83rd Street and Nall Avenue was left in the urban
township despite the protests of some who desired that 1t
become a part of Prairie Village, The final plan for the
incorporation of the urban township which was completed on
Mareh 23, 1960 established the boundaries for Overland Park
and the other cities in Mission Township. These boundaries
are shown in Figure 8,37

| 5 he %!n City Star, January 14, 1960; Johnson
County Herald, Februery 18, 1960, .
5Tpne Eansas tar, March 11, 1960 and March

as Cit
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Cities in Figure 8
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Merriam
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Countryside
Roeland Park
Westwood
Westwood Hills
Mission Woods
Misslon Hillas
Falrway
Prairie Village
Leawood

» Overland Park
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A protest petition filed after the final plan had
been published caused a four week delay in the incorpora-
tion procedure, The petition, which was filed with the
Johnson County Clerk on April 21, 1960, prevented the
formation of the city of Overland Park on April 22, HMost
of the 2,300 persons who signed the petition desired to be
in Leawood rather than in the new first class eity. The
protest petition made possible a second referendum on
whether or not to incorporate the urban township. Urban
township officials urged residents to vote for the forma-
tion of the city of Overland Park in the referendum which
was held May 17. Citiszen interest in the incorporation
issue was shown by the large number of persons who turned
out to vote., Residents of the area voted l;,350 to 630 %o
dissolve the Mission Urban Township government and form the
first class city of Overland Pu-k.s »

The experimental seven-year-old urban township
government was officially ended on May 20, 1960 when the
Johnson County Commissioners signed a resolution creating
the first class city of Overland Park., The new city with
& mayor-council form of government has appreximately 20,000
residents in its 13 square-mile area, It is the sixth

58y sas City Star, A
» April 21, 1960; The Kansas
City zm‘gu” ,mﬁﬁ." HE. ’ .
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largest city in area in Kansas., Actually Overland Park's

governmental machinery will not begin to function until
after the city holds its primary and general elections on
August 2 and September 13, Mission Urban Township ordi-
nances will be in effect until they are replaced by
ordinances of the city. Residents of the new city are
pleased that Overland Park has inherited nearly one-half
million dollars worth of capital funds and equipment from
Mission Urban Township. The formation of Overland Park as
a first class city ended a two-year incorporation
‘ atmggh.sq

Consolidation talk, Ever since 1948 and 1949 when
incorporation of citles started in Mission Township, there
have been proposals to consolidate all the cities in the
township. In 1956 the Junior Chamber of Commerce took a
straw vote of township residents on the question, and the
vote was overwhelmingly in favor of consolidation. The
amount of talking and thinking about consolidation has
increased since early 1959 when the incorporation proce-
dure for Mission Urban Township was begun., The urban
township board chairmen announced that suppert for the

)59!110 ourie “(:Onrund r’u'k9 s
Kanses Times, May 1 9
The Kensas nz Sor, xrn B
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new city of Overland Park would be support for
een;olidutien.bo

A former urban township board clerk believes the
small cities in northeast Johnson County have evaded city
responsibilities., About this problem Mr, Ellis says:

They do not furnish fire protection, schools, sewage

service or garbage disposal, water, public library or

SR IITIY; kit iy, P Foviiahed by apeeii
Mr, Ellis went on to argue that if a city was to be formed
from urban township territory, 1t should be large enough to
perform c¢ity functiona, Otherwise he thought the incorpo-
ration would be pointless,

Much of the opposition to consolidation of cities in
Mission Township has come from city officlals who would
lose their jobs as a result of consolidation., The
Northeast Johnson County Council of Mayors has expressed
its opposition to consolidation, These mayors and other
city officials form an important interest group in the
township., In addition many people have identified them-
selves with a particular city name and erea, and they would

argue against any mergers, Some people have opposed the

6thn Kanses City Eansan, May 28, 1959; Telephone
conversation With Mrs lie ﬂ"ﬂiiaoll, June 23,31959.

61253_!::.:1 City Kansan, October 28, 1959,
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consolidation movement because they felt there would be a
loss of local control in the formation of a larger uity.62

Several advantages have been given for the

consolidation of cities in northeast Johnson County. The
elimination of duplication with its resulting benefit to
the taxpayer has often been stressed, The Johnson County
Civie Planning Council believes the merging of cities into
a larger municipality would solve many district problems,
They argue that consolidation would make possible more
efficient planning and zoning and would prevent the forma«
tion of slum areas. Other organizations mention better
streets, better police protection, and better fire protec-
tion as improvements to be gained by merging the cities of
the township. It is further argued that consolidation
would simplify the local governmental structure and elimi-
nate some of the taxing distriets, Finally, some people
believe the formation of a large city in the area would
give northeast Johnson County more authority and recogni-

in the Kansas Logislnturo.63

6Zrh. as City Kans January 9, -1959;
Toécphono conversation vi « Mo W, Maxwell, June 23,
1959,

of tl
Gov. zatio ansas cit sour
il!o :nc., Publication lunbor 121 1958),
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Chapter IV has been concerned with the events which
made possible the incorporation of Mission Urban Township
as the first clasa city of Overland Park. The citizens!
advisory committee played a very important part in this
governmental change, They recommended first class city
government for the wrban township, pointed out many serious
deficiencies of the urban township government, and
explained some of the advantages of changing into a first
class e¢ity. The boundary problem, which proved to be
extremely troublesome, prevented the formation of the first
class city of Overland Park during 1959, After initiating
the incorporation procedure again in 1960, urban township
officials were happy to see Mission Urban Township
incorporated as a first class city.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND CONTRIBUTIONS
A, SUMMARY

Now England Town government., New England Town
government 1s similar to township government in several
reapects, Both exist primarily in rural areas to provide
rural services. The New England Town, however, is not
incorporated and it contains both rural and urban terri-
tory. In the township the densely settled areas are
separately incorporated as towns or cities, The New
England Town 1s usually the result of a natural community
growth while the township, especially in the western
states, is an artificial erention.]‘

Traditional township government, Traditional
township government exists to provide governmental services
for sparsely settled rural areas, It serves the unincorpo-
rated areas within its boundaries, The maintenance of
roads, fire protection service, and cemetery maintenance

are some of its most important runotiou.z In addition the

lt.uu W. Lancaster, Government in Rural (ln
York: D, Van l:utrand Coq’n.ny, inc., 1952), PP

2

James W. Drury, Township Government ggis
(Lawrence, Kansas: Uni;mﬁy o¥ Kansas, Go 2
Hesearch Center, Governmental Research s.riu, No, 10,
1954), ppe 39-46.
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township acts as an administrative agent of the state and

the county in condueting elections, assessing taxes, and
issuing licenses,

The township 1is maintained primarily by property
taxes. Included in this are the ad valorem and intangibles
taxes., Of the two the ad valorem tax is by far the larger
revenue producer, Other less important sources of revenue
for the township are gasoline taxes, sales tax residues,
and reimbursed oxpcnn.s.B

Kansas is one of 16 states that uses the township
form of government, Townships cover the state except in
the areas of incorporated cities, EKansas townships are
governed by a three member board consisting of a trustee,

a treasurer, and a elork.h These men are elected for two
year terms, The number of townships per county in the
state varieas anywhere between three and 32,

Traditional township government 1s presently
receiving much criticism. Many townships no longer perform
any important govermmental services, The county and state
have taken over a number of functions once performed by
townships, The shifting of road maintenance and health

services to the county are examples of this., In most cases

3_123_‘,0. Ps 55.
thid., PPRe 2325,
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the township is too small and too lacking in tax resources

to be able to provide governmental services efficiently.
There are those who believe that services provided by the
township could be provided more economically by other units
of local gﬂmt.s

Mission Township, 19148-1952, By 1949 and 1950
Mission Township of Johnson County, Kansas had outgrown 1its
rural township governmental structure, Yet until 1953 the
township was attempting to govern a eity population with
its limited powers., From 1900 to 1950 Mission Township's
population had grown from 9Lk to over 30,000,° The large
‘popnhtlou increases had changed the community considerably,
but the govermmental changes for the township had not kept
pace,

Many problems were appearing in Mission Township
with which the traditional township government could not
cope effectively. The water distribution system, street
maintenance, police protection, and sewage disposal were
among the township's most serious problems. The incorpora-
tion of 11 tiny cities in Mission Township between 1948 and
1951 resulted in waste, duplication of governmental

shmcum, Ps 67s

6Popnlnt1¢n figures from office of the Johnson
County Clerk, Olathe, Kansas,
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gervices, and inefficiency. While the incorporations might

have helped certain areas, they resulted in more problems
for the township as a 'ho10.7

Mission Township provided a combination of rural and
urban functions for its residents. Among the rural func-
tions were those of road maintenance and bindweed
eradication, The urban services included fire protection,
street lighting, and zoning, The zoning, however, was done
by a township board which was appointed by the county
comnissioners, In its last few years of operation Mission
Township offered a township patrol service and a system of
trash and garbage cenoouon.a

As early as 1948 various groups made suggestions
about Mission Township's governmental future, The Council
of Home Owners Associations and the Shawnee-Mission
Co<Operative Club both recommended the adoption of a munic-
ipal township government which would have expanded powers.
They realized that the traditional township government
could not handle Mission Township's problems. Some of

these early recommendations were made nearly four years

;’m Kansas Oity (Missour{) Iimes, August 29, 1951.
on C ald, (Overland Park, Kansas)
- 23.%' County Herald, ’ 5




before Mission Township adopted the urban township
govormnt.’

In late 1950 a very important study of Mission
Township was made by the Kansas University Bureau of
Government Research, The Kansas University study repeat-
edly pointed out the diffusion of authority and Mission
Township's lack of control over its local affairs. The
deficliencies of the township's fire protection, police pro-
tection, sewage disposal service, and zoning were mentioned.
The two general recommendations made for Mission Township
by the Bureau of Government Research were: (1) incorporate
as a third class ¢ity and eventually expand into a first
class city, or (2) adopt a munieipal township government
which would allow a maximum of loecal control.]'o

After the 1951 Kansas Leglslature had passed the
Urban Township Act there were many people who urged the
adoption of the urban township government, Supporters of
the urban township plan stressed the weaknesses of tradi-
tional township government and the advantages inherent in
the new form of government., It was believed that the urban
township government with its third class ecity powers would

%rhe Kansas City (Missouri) Star, Mareh 8, 1948,
10
gg%%t l‘finlon T hip (Lawrence, Kansas:
Univ;r;;ty ) nnu% eau of gnrm.nt Rnn.:'ch. 1950),
PPe d=Lis
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be a tremendous improvement for Mission ‘!mhl.p.u

In 1952 the residents of Mission Township voted to
adopt the urban township govermnment, The change was to be
mede January, 1953. In preparation for the change many
newspaper articles were written to educate the people about
the new type of government, and five dlstricts were formed
from which the five member urban township board was to be
oh,ctod.lz

Mission Urbean Township, 1953-1960. The 1951
legislation gave Mission Urban Township all the powers of
rural or traditional townships in addition to a list of new
powers, Such powers as the right to operate its own police
department and police court were important improvements.
Even with 1ts added powers, however, Mission Urban Township
was considered by many to be lacking in anthority.13

The functions performed by Mission Urban Township
were very similar to those performed by Mission Township
before 1953, Street maintenance and street lighting, the
operation of a trash and garbage disposal site, weed eradi-
cation, and the providing of a township band were some of
the services provided by Mission Urban Township., All of

lone Kansas City Star, August 21, 1951,
RM County Herald, May 1, 1952.
131@3; County Herald, February 22, 1951,
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these except the operation of a trash and garbage disposal

site were functions of Mission Township, Before 1953
Mission Township had to contract with the county sheriff
for its police protection, but after 1953 the operation of
its own police department was a major service provided by
Mission Urban !mhip.u‘

Special districts performed other services for urban
township residents. Fire protection, sewerage facilities,
water distribution, and publie park facilities were pro-
vided by such organizations,)® The Johnson County Board of
Commissioners exercises much authority in forming and
governing these distriets. During the urban township's
seven years of operation there were numerous complaints
about the lack of local control over the services mentioned
in this paragraph,

The urban township governing board was composed of
five members., One man was elected from each of the five
districts in Mission Urban Township to serve a two year
term, The board chose its own chairman, treasurer, and
clerk at the beginning of each term., To facilitate its
work, the urban township board also formed five standing

U nterview with Mr, Roy Owen, June 10, 1959,

o hns C t A
govigngg Euﬂfé‘ ﬁ?? mu‘_.g c%-&ﬁlcmuy
e8, ¥ cation Number 121’ 1958). PPe 22'26.
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committees. During 1959 and the first part of 1960 these
standing committees were not as active as they had been in
earlier years. The board more often acted as a commlittee
of the whole in dealing with the incorporation procedure,l®

A survey of the budget reveals some interesting
facts about Mission Urban Township's expenditures and
sources of revenue. Road maintenance and police department
operation accounted for 76 per cent of all urban township
expenditures in 1958, Another large amount of money was
spent on fire protection. In the same year the property
tex produced 63 per cent of the urban township's revenues,
The franchise tax, sales tax residues, and the gasoline tax
were less limportant sources of hwe-o.r’

The annexation of its land was the most serious
difficulty facing Mission Urban Township, Numerous
attempts were made to prevent the adjacent cities from
annexing township leand, but none of the efforts were suce
cessful, The loss of land through annexation seriously
reduced the urban township's tax base which made necessary
the constant ad justing of the wrban township budget., Two
other preblems resulting from the annexations were: (1) the

“l'chphonc conversation with Mr, Roy Kamberg, June
26, 1959.

17y3ssion Urban T budget c
e ,mozg':1959. ownship budget, Johnson County
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necessity of servicing township areas which were surrounded
by incorporated cities, and (2) poor relations and lack of
cooperation between the urban township and surrounding
eltio-.la

Zoning was another major problem of Mission Urban
Tounship., Several times the urban township board tried to
get the final zoning authority for itself, but the attempts
were unsuccessful as the county commissioners still
retained that pmr.“ There was much heated argument
about zoning for business and many criticisms of the town-
ship zoning boards which were appointed by the county
commissioners. The creation of Mission Urban Township in
1953 did not bring with it the shift in zoning authority as
many people had hoped.

Continuing rapid population growth was an important
part of the history of Mission Urban Township. Between 1953
and 1959 the total populaetion for Mission Township, cities
included, nearly doubled.>® The rapid population increase
made it necessary for the urban township to seek new powers
with which to handle 1ts new probleas,

“Intmiﬂr with Mr, W, P, McCool, June 16, 1959,

191!_:,_ Kansas City Times, March 13, 1959,

2°Populltion information from office of the Johnson
County Clerk, Olathe, Kansas,



150

Opinions on the success of the urban township
government vary all the way between the two extremes. Some
people severely criticize the urban township for not having
provided more governmental services, Others point to
Mission Urban Township's operational assets or its low tax
levy and term the experimental interim government highly
successful, Most opinions on the success of the urban
township, however, are more moderate. These opinions
consider both the strengths and weaknesses of the urban
township government in making the wdution.n

Change to ecity government, 1957-60. In 1957 the
Mission Urban Township Board chose a 25 member advisory
committee to study township problems and make governmental
recommendations, The advisory committee pointed out the
deficiencies of the urban township and recommended the
change to ity government.>> The committee also helped in
the drafting of 1959 Kansas legislation which established
the method whereby the urban township could change into the
first class city of Overland Park, Much of the time of the
25 member committee was spent in pointing out the

2l9a1k with Mrs. R. A, Redfern, June 5, 19593
Telephone conversation with Mr, H, H, Ellis, June 17, 1959;
'{;;.;phono conversation with Mr, Gerald I, Coel, June 23,

[ ]

of the Mission Urban Township Advisory
Committee, June 16, 1958,
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advantages of first class city government.

The urban township board was active in support of
the change to city government, In an open letter to town-
ship residents in June, 1959, the board admitted its
inability to cope effectively with problems that had
arisen. The open letter mentioned the reasons for sup-
porting the proposed incorporation of Mission Urban
'!omhiy.23

According to the provisions of the 1959 Kansas
legislation, the Johnson County Commissioners drew up a
preliminary boundery plan in May, 1959. Boundary hearings
followed in which residents were given the chance to
express their opinions about the proposed boundaries for
the cities of Mission Township, As a result of these
hearings, land was shifted from the urban township to
Mission, Prairie Village, and Leawood, Kmnczh‘

The most serious obstacle in forming the first class
city of Overland Park was the establishment of a final
boundary plan. The county commissioners finished what they
called their final boundary plan on June 26, 1959, but they

237he Mission Urban Township Board, An mgﬁv
to the Residents of Mission Urban T hip, ur towns
GverIEﬂ

office, » kansas, June, "

zuAttondmo at boundary hearings with Johnson
County Commissioners, June 5, 1959 and June 8, 1959,
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made further boundary revisions on July 1 and July 2., The

June 26 and July 2 plans were generally acceptable to the
cities in Mission Township, but the same plans were pro-
tested by Mission Urban Township. The urban township was
satisfied with the July 1 plan but the cities in the
township were mt.zs

The boundary dispute was taken to the Johnson County
District Court, After some new evidence had been intro-
duced by one of the county commissioners, the district
court affirmed the validity of the July 2 plan for the
incorporation of Mission Urban '.l'm'hip.zb The snarled
litigation which followed was thoroughly confusing to ell
the residents of the area.

Much legal maneuvering and two referendums were
necessary before Mission Urban Township could finally be
incorporated as the first class city of Overland Park in
May, 1960. Residents of the urban township voted in
October, 1959 not to form the new first class city
according to the controversial July 2 plan. After the
incorporation procedure had again been initiated in 1960, a
protest petition forced a second referendum, This refer-
endum held in May, 1960 cleared the way for the dissolution

25phe Kensas City Times, July 3, 1959,
26pne Kansas City Star, September 22, 1959,
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of the urban township and the formation of Overland Park

as a first class oity.27

B, CONCLUSIONS

By 1948 and 1949 it was obvious that Mission
Township had outgrown the traditional township government,
While many people realized this, still it took several
years to get the necessary enabling legislation and the
public approval for a stronger township government, Some
of the 11 c¢ity incorporations from 1948 to 1951 and the
consequent confusion could have been prevented if Mission
Township had adopted a strong urban township government
soon after World War II, Such action would have prepared
the way for the eventual incorporation of one or possibly
several large cities in the township,

It seems strange that Mission Urban Township should
have been given the powers of a third class city when 1its
population and its problems were those of a first claas
eity. As early as 1950 Mission Township was told by the
Kansas University Bureau of Government Research that it

would need first class clity powers to solve its nnnm.as

s 6‘:7;_112 Kansas City Times, October 31, 1959 and May
» .

2Ogovernnent in Mission Township, p. 1l.
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The population was greater and the problems more serlous

when Mission Urban Township began its operation in 1953
with third class city powers. This lack of authority cer-
tainly should be considered as en important reason for
Mission Urban Township's relatively unsuccessful governe
ment, If Mission Urban Township had been given the power
to establish 1ts boundaries permanently by preventing
annexation, the experimental townshlp government would have
been more successful, As it was, the cities annexed the
fully developed residential sections and left the problem
areas in the urban township, Control of its own szoning
would also have improved Mission Urban Township., Much of
the criticism of zoning in the township could have been
eliminated if urban township officials had been given
direct zoning authority.

A rapidly growing population in Mission Township
forced the change to the urban township government, and it
played a very important part in the change to first class
eity government, Annexation and zoning as the most serious
problems of Mission Urban Township would have been much
less serious without the rapid population increases. In an
area with a more stable population the urban township
government would probably have been more successful.

The Mission Urban Township Board made a narrow
interpretation of its authority and was hesitant to use
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some of the clearly stated powera of the Urban Township
Aet. An example of this can be cited with reference to the
road function., Acecording to the 1951 legislation the urban
township government was given the authority to improve
streets and roads. Yet Mission Urban Township interpreted
its road function as one of maintenance and not of improve-
ment. Because of this interpretation, many miles of
sub-standard streets and roads contlnued to exist in the
uwrban township and much money was spent each year on
temporary repairs, A more realistic policy toward this
problem would eventually result in savings to taxpayers of
the eonunity.”

The fallure to use its maximum tax levy also
hampered Mission Urban Township govermment. Although
public pressure was undoubtedly exerted to keep township
taxes low, the urban township board was unduly cautious
about using the maximum tax levy. The urban township
government could have performed more services for its area
had the full taxing power been used, There was too much
concern about having a low tax levy and not enough concern

29
J on County Herald, June 12, 1958; Interview
with Mr. M June I'l'., 1959; Interview with Mr,
Edger Yeubanks, June 1;. 1959; Telephone conversation with
Mr, W, P, MeCool, July 9, 1959.
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about providing adequate government for wrban township
rn:l.dontn.:m

It would be a serious mistake to condeamn Mission
Urban Township as a complete fallure, The urban township
government should be considered as an experimental interim
government which helped in the transition from rural towne
ship to eity government, As an experimental government the
urban township was handicapped in three ways: (1) it had no
examples to follow; (2) the laws under which it operated
were not carefully thought out or clearly stated; and (3)
it was not understood by residents of the area.

The Johnson County Commissioners were responsible in
part for the prolonged boundary dispute which took place in
Mission Township. The incorporation of Mission Urban
Township would very likely have taken place during 1959 if
the commissioners had planned more carefully and had maine
tained a consistent poliecy. It appears that the county
commissioners were more concerned with inereasing their
popularity within their districts than they were in carrying
out the provisions of Kansas legislation, During much of
the 1959 incorporation attempt, two of the -commissioners
auu;d to be interested mainly in inecreasing the size of

30rnterview with Johnson County Commissioners, June
S) 19591
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the cities in their districts. Furthermore, their handling

of the incorporation procedure thoroughly confused everyone
who tried to keep informed on the subject, The county com-
mnissioners announced a "final"™ boundary plan for the
incorporation of the urban township on June 26, 1959; then
they changed their minds and announced other "final" plans
on July 1 and July 2., This inability of the three commise
sioners to make a final decision needlessly complicated the
boundary dispute., It should be sdmitted that the boundary
problem in Mission Township was a difficult one, but the
Johnson County Commissioners were careless in the way they
handled the situation,

While the incorporation of the urban township as a
first class city will solve a few problems for a small
area, the need for a fundamental reorganization of local
government in Mission Township remains, There are 35 units
of local government operating within the township; it would
be foolish to argue that there are 35 communities in the
area which need independent and none-cooperating governe
ments, Mission Township as a suburban residential area
should be considered as one community or possibly as
several communities. Certainly in this case "The politiecal
bounderies , . « 40 not coineide with economic and social
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ronlitioa.“31 The large number of small cities and special
districts operating in the township make a complicated
governmental pattern which is expensive, inefficient, and
hard for residents of the area to understand, Another
serious aspect of the problem is that the 12 cities of
Mission Township do not perform many of the services
usually provided by ecities. They have no control over
sewers, fire protection, schools, or water distribution
systems, The special districts which provide these
services are not responsible to the cities, nor are they
large enough to be able to provide a reglonal approach to
the problems of the area, The creation of a large eity in
Mission Township through consolidation would be a logical
starting point in the effort to reorganize local government
in the area, To achieve truly coordinated government in
Mission Township, such a c¢ity would need to have the
authority to provide services which are now offered by the
special districts of the area,

C. CONTRIBUTIONS

The most important contribution of this study has
been the assembling of facts and information from different

31ponald G, Bishop and Marguerite J. Fisher,
Munici and Other Local Governments (New York; Prentice-
2 Cos 1955’1 Pe .
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sources about township government, The important sources
were: (1) newspaper articles, (2) booklets and pamphlets,
(3) books on local government, (l) telephone conversations,
and (5) personal interviews with township and county
officlals, The importance for any one of these sources
varies from chapter to chapter in this study.

It is hoped that this paper will make some
contribution to the knowledge about urban township govern-
ment, Some sections of the study econtain information
gained through interviews, and most of such information
has never been published, Finally, & study of the experi-
mental urban township achievements and mistakes should be

of some value to other metropolitan areas,
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Bishop, Donald G. and Edith E., Starratt. gg%tn% of
éﬁ.ﬁn n nt., Menasha, Hilemins%orso

ompany, The National Council for the
Social Studies, Bulletin Number 19, 1945. 1LO pp.
An oxnlnl.tion of the :tﬁuctnr:n:nd functions of .
el county, township, village borough governmen
{ sty of Pishir and Biahep's

%. Pﬁwumtoma
Tepr s pamphlet. ’

Cape, William H, W in « Lawrence,
: Kansas: Univers as, Governmental Research
Center, Citizen's Pamphlet Series, Number 23, 1958,

35 pp
A ;tudy of county organization, services, and
officers in Kansas,

g% g .% g&g‘tﬁ %zm. Topeka, Kansas: State

0f particular value to ?hil study was the section
which makes possible the urban township form of
government.

Drury, James W, 'E%gz_;g,? M ma. Lawrence
K;:uun University of Kansas, %m.n Research g
Center, Governmental Research Series Number 10, 195k,

PP
A velusble study of all aspects of township
government in the state,

Gov t ion Townshi Lawrence, Kansas:
ﬁmszwaﬁy%gﬁiﬂu. eau of Government Research,
A.ou-o 'md thorough analysis of
strueture, runoum‘ and deficlencies with

recommendations for the township's governmental future,

» 1’5‘9 DDe

n¢., Publication Number 121
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The discussion of special districts which provide
governmental services for various parts of Mission

Township was especially helpful.

% eka, Kansas: !ho League of Kansas
es, 9 9"600 15'4

A good general description e.r the different types of
governments in Kansas,

Kuppinger, Clark, House B Numb Topeka, Kansas:
Btete’ Printas, “Felrel Por The 1057 seasicn of the
Kansas Senate, 1959. 13 pp.

This bill became law and made possible the
incorporation of Mission Urban Township,

ey T B s Mg o St oroten

ttu
mﬂ. puphht nnt to urban township residents in
!ovnbor. 1958 u:ph.ining the advantages of changing to
city government and giving the deficlencies of the
urban township,

C. PERSONAL INTERVIEWS

Interview with Johnson County Commissioners, June 5, 1959,
Interview with Mrs. F. A, Redfern, June 5, 1959.
Interview with Mr, Roy Owen, June 10, 1959.
Interview with Mr. Robert L, Ehrlich, June 11, 1959,
Interview with Mr, John 0, Kenyan, June 12, 1959.
Interview with Mr, C, G. Lipps, June 12, 1959.
Interview with Mr. Robert G, Enapp, June 13, 1959.
Interview with Mrs, Virgil Benton, June 11, 1959,
Interview with Mr, Matt Ross, June 15, 1959,
Interview with Mr, Robert J. Taylor, June 15, 1959,
Interview with Mr, Edgar Yeubanks, June 15, 1959,
Interview with Mr, W. P, MeCool, June 16, 1959,




Interview with Mr, Stan Bridgman, June 29, 1959.
Interview with Mr, Stan Lamar, July 6, 1959.
Interview with Mr, Carl Standiford, July 7, 1959.

These personal interviews were especially valuable

in finding out about the operation, problems, and
wealkmesses of Mission Urban Township,

Telephone
1959,

Telephone
1959,

T 950,

Telephone
1959.

s 7

Telephone

Telephone
1959,

i

Telephone
1959,

Telephone
1959.

Telephone

D.

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr.

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr,

conversation with Mr.

conversation with Mr,

TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS

We V., Skinner, June 11,
Herry H, Ellis, June 17,
Murry W. Maxwell, June 23,
Gerald I, Coel, June 23,
Tom C, Hansen, June 2l,
Lyndus A, Henry, June 2l,

Roy Kamberg, June 26, 1959.
George W, Gagel, July 1,

Harold H, Horn, July 2,
Clark Kuppinger, July 3,

J« B, Stevenson, July 3,

calls to oux clerks of cities in Mission
Township, July 7, 19
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T.:lq],.hs.:. conversation with Mr, R. L, Ehrlich, July 8,
959

Telephone conversation with Mr. I, L., Roark, July 8, 1959,
Telephone conversation with Mr, W, P, McCool July 9, 1959.

'rologhzgo conversation with Mr, C. G. Lipps, February 20,
960,

The telephone conversations were valuable for all
phases of the study.

E. NEWSPAPERS

Johnson C Herald, (Overland Park, Kansas), 1948-1960,
A'ﬁﬁ newspaper published in Mission ﬁrbnn
Township which contained much information about the
urban township's population, problems, budget, and
operation,

% 1957-1959.

e lmeo ormation about the Mission
Urban Township Advisory Committee and its reports.

The Kansas City (Jissouri) Star, 1948-1960.

The Kansas gg (Missourl T 19)48-1960,

have given n%mgom e %ﬁm

changes made in Johnson County nd !uuien Township,
Their articles were especially helpful in following the
boundary dispute among the citles of Mission Township,

The iohnson County Courier, (Overland Park, Kensag), May
Ocntu.nod a good article about the financial assets

of Mission Urban Township which were transferred to the
new first class city of Overland Park, -

F. MEETINGS ATTENDED

The following meetings were attended to get information for
this study:
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Mission Urban Township Board meetings, April 20, 1959; u-z
b, 19593 May 18, 1959; June 1, 1959; and June 15, 1959,
Generally these meetings did not prove to be as
valuable information sources as had been hoped.

Boundary hearings with the Johnson County Commissioners,
morning and afternoon of June 5, 1959 and June 8, 1959.
These boundary hearings showed that the boundary
problem was & complex one which would require a very
careful handling.

G, MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION SOURCES

Information and population figures from the office of the
Johnson County Clerk, Olathe, Kansas,

Information on city incorporations in Mission Township
from office of the Johnson County Commissioners, Olathe,
Kansas,

Information about the numbers of bullding permits issued
from the Mission Urban Township Zoning office.

Map i;;;ivod at the Mission Urban Township office, May,
E

m%:: Misslion Urban Township Advisory Committee, Mission
Township office, June, 1958,

The Mission Urban Township Board I_.ggt% to the
Resldents of Mission Urban owns une, 53'.

g_g_tigal_ sent to Mission Urban Township residents, June,
*

Letter received from the Johnson County Water District
Number 1 office, Mission, Kansas, h 17, 1960,
The miscellaneous information sources were he
in writing the third end fourth chapters of the .





