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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Zoom Webinar 

https://www.jocogov.org/dept/planning-and-codes/pln/home 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, June 2, 2021 
6:30 P.M. 

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, June 2, 2021, and was called to order by John Loyd, Chairman, with 
the following members present and participating, to-wit, Kelley Rast, Fred Wingert, Andrew 
Ramos, Kenneth Klingensmith, Dennis Bollin [arrived late] and Emily Coleman de Hidalgo. Also 
in attendance were Sean Pendley, Leslie Davis, Jay Leipzig, Karen Miller, and Diane Wicklund, 
Planning Department.  
Chairman Loyd: Virtual Meeting Statement, Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board:  
To reduce the spread of COVID-19, the Johnson County Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board 
meeting will be conducted online using Zoom Webinar. The Board members will not be physically 
present in the board meeting room. 

If you are using Zoom, you may participate in the meeting using your computer, phone or other 
electronic device. If you e-mailed the Planning department in advance of this evening’s meeting 
and signed up to speak at the public hearing cases, your name will be called by the moderator in 
the order received. If you are unable to sign up in advance and you would like to speak, then prior 
to the start of the case that you want to speak on, click the “raise hand” function in the Zoom app. 
By phone, you may raise your hand by dialing *9.  

All speakers will be limited to three minutes, unless the Chair designates a different time period 
in order to accommodate all the speakers desiring to speak. When your name is called by the 
moderator, your microphone will be unmuted. Please state your name and address for the record, 
followed by your comments. With respect to all Board members and presenters, please state your 
name every time you begin talking, so the notes can be transcribed accurately for the record. This 
is a public hearing. We are presenting live and recording the meeting. Thank you.  

Chair Loyd: Sean, I know we have a continuance. Do we just have a motion on that later?  
Mr. Pendley: Actually, it was a request for withdrawal. Item A on the agenda, the Conditional Use 
Permit  for 19228 Nall Avenue has been withdrawn by the applicant, so no action needed on that.  
I.  AGENDA ITEMS 

A. Add, Delete, Revise and Approve the Agenda [None]  
B. Disclosure of conflicts of interest [None] 
C.  Disclosure of external contacts/discussions [None] 

III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chairman Loyd: We’ll move on to the approval of the minutes from the May 5, 2021, meeting. 
Does anybody have any comments on those, or a motion?  



 
 

Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board 2 June 2, 2021 

Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by Chairman Loyd, to approve the minutes from the May 
5, 2021, Zoning Board meeting.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Loyd: BOCC actions?  
Mr. Pendley: Good evening. Very short Board of County Commissioners actions since there were 
no cases for the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board in the month of May. The one application 
we had at the last meeting, if you recall, on May 5th was a request for a continuance for the CUP 
application that was withdrawn tonight, so no other actions from the Board of County 
Commissioners.  
Chair Loyd: All right, thank you, Sean. Planning Commission actions? 
Mr. Pendley: I will note there is an upcoming meeting with the Planning Commission on June 22nd. 
This will be the first review for the draft regulations for the utility-scale solar facilities. As you may 
recall, we had a Committee of the Whole meeting back in March. We’ve had additional meetings 
and updates to review draft regulations for solar facilities, and staff is working with the consultant 
on finalizing the draft regulations. Those will be presented to the Planning Commission on June 
22nd, at which time there will be public comment. Then, we are scheduling the public hearing on 
July 27th at the Planning Commission meeting. At that time, we’ll get further review, both for the 
regulations and also updates to the Comprehensive Plan. I’d be happy to answer any questions 
in regard to that.  
Chair Loyd: Any questions of Sean regarding those Planning Commission actions? [none] Okay, 
progress report on Stilwell Community Plan, Ken?  
Mr. Klingensmith: No update for this meeting. 
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

A. Application No. SE 21-112-CUP (AU) – Conditional Use Permit – 19220 Nall 
Avenue 
Steve LaCasse, TGB Group, LLC, applicant, and Luke Town, LC Town, LLC, 
landowner, requesting amendment to a Conditional Use Permit for an athletic field 
complex for amateur baseball and softball training (Advanced Baseball Academy) 
on 20 acres, on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 5, Township 15, Range 
25. 
This application has been withdrawn by the applicant.  

 
B. Application No. SE 21-126-PDP/FDP- Preliminary and Final Development Plan 

– 15901 Riggs Road 
Jesse Moore and Jami Beach, applicant/landowners, requesting construction of a 
privacy fence on 1 acre, on property zoned RN1, Residential Neighborhood 1 
District, in Section 17, Township 14, Range 25. 

Ms. Miller: First is a description of the proposal. The property is located at the southeast 
corner of 159th and Riggs Road. The applicant lives on the property in an existing residence, 
which fronts onto Riggs. This is a request for a Preliminary  and Final Development Plan to 
allow construction of a six-foot wood privacy fence associated with the existing residence, to 
be located five feet from the north property line, but not to extend in front of the residence. 
The applicant has indicated that the purpose of the fence is to provide greater safety, privacy 



 
 

Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board 3 June 2, 2021 

and noise abatement due to the property’s location adjacent to 159th. Additionally, the 
proposed fence would allow a car to pass through to a future garage to be located at the 
southeast corner, which is this corner of the property. Currently, there are existing trees and 
septic lateral lines blocking access to the backyard. The Regulations allow a six-foot solid 
fence in the proposed location with an approved development plan. Otherwise, up to a four-
foot see-though fence is allowed by right without an approval by the County. The applicant 
wants to get taller with the fence and have solid instead of see-through.  
Here’s an aerial view of the property. For reference, the north property line runs along the 
abutting retaining wall and sidewalk, so right up against that retaining wall and sidewalk is the 
north property line. The proposed fence would replace a portion of the existing four-foot 
picket fence. The existing picket fence is 11 feet from the property line. The new solid fence 
is proposed to be five feet from the north property line, so it’s a little closer. This will leave a 
strip of grass between the fence and the sidewalk for the benefit of pedestrians and views 
from vehicles along 159th Street.  
As a note, there is also four-foot picket fencing along the east property line and the south 
property line. This will not be changed. It will remain the same, except that there’s one 
exception to this. There is going to be some transitioning. This is a photograph supplied by 
the applicant. It will run along this fence at six feet, and then it will transition to the back down 
to the four-foot. Here is the transition. This will be included as part of the development plan. 
Also, part of the development plan will show transition to the front of the house. This would 
be along the west property line. This is just demonstrating the cedar picket material, so all of 
this will be part of the development plan and will be a requirement of the project.  
Next is the staff analysis. The Zoning Regulations require staff to consider several topics. 
The complete review is located in the staff report. There are three subjects I would like to 
highlight. The first is on page three of the staff report. It is considerations relating to traffic 
safety. This is the most important part of the review of this project. Since this along 159th and 
Riggs, it’s important to make sure that the fence does not impinge upon the site distance of 
vehicles traveling on that road. I asked Public Works to take a look at it, and they have 
determined that this fence does not impose upon the sight distance required. So, the public 
can turn on and off the road safely.  
The second consideration is relating to landscaping. As I mentioned earlier, the applicant is 
setting this fence back five feet from the property line and retaining a five-foot grass strip for 
the benefit of pedestrians and views from 159th. Also, the solid fencing will screen views of 
storage and activities within the rear of the side yards, and the applicant does not propose 
any other landscaping along the fence. The third consideration is relating to the buildings and 
layout. This side of the property is the northernmost edge of the Blue Valley Riding 
Subdivision. It’s along the perimeter of the subdivision. As a result, the fence will not impact 
the physical circulation or views within the neighborhood. Also, as mentioned earlier, it will 
give more privacy and security to the property and will screen 159th Street from views of 
storage and activities in the backyard.  
After this analysis, the last thing to consider is staff’s recommendation. Planning staff 
recommends approval of the preliminary and final development plans to allow construction of 
a solid fence that is up to six feet in height, subject to one stipulation, that the development 
plan allow construction of a solid fence with a height of up to six feet and constructed of 
cedar pickets in the location shown on the site plan in accordance with fence material and 
design specifics, which are attached. The reason for the recommendation is that it satisfies 
the development plan review considerations of Article 15. The staff has included a 
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recommended motion if you care to use it on page three of the staff report. I just have one 
more note, that I have had two inquiries on this particular application. One is from a 
representative of the homeowner’s association, just simply collecting information about the 
application. I also received an email in support of the application. That will conclude my 
comments.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Karen. Before we move to the questions of the staff, I erred and 
forgot to introduce the applicants for this application. That’s Jami Beach and Jesse Moore, 
and they will have a chance to speak in a moment. Getting back to the right order and 
correcting my error, questions of staff from the Zoning Board?  
Ms. Rast: I had a quick question. The applicant, I’m assuming, will maintain the landscape 
area, the grass area, between the retaining wall and the fence?  
Ms. Miller: We didn’t have a direct conversation. That’s my assumption, because that 
continues to be her property. We can confirm that further with her, but that would be the 
expectation.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Am I correct in my review – and I’ve been down the road – that this is 
consistent with other fences along the same road?  
Ms. Miller: Yes, and the applicant did a bunch of homework on the application, and within the 
staff report there are pictures of similar fences.  
Chair Loyd: Any other questions of staff from the Board Members at this time? [none] Okay, 
now it’s time for the applicants to speak.  
Jami Beach, 15901 Riggs Road, Stilwell, Kansas, 66085, appeared before the Zoning Board 
via Zoom, and made the following comments:  
Ms. Beach: I think Karen summed it up very well. I appreciate that. I think the main reason 
that we’d like to throw it up is for the safety and privacy of our family. We’ve got two young 
kids, ages six and two. It will help keep them inside our yard, as well as other people outside 
of the yard, keeping toys inside. Hopefully, we’re not throwing anything out into traffic and 
things like that, but we would also like to extend the fence, as Karen mentioned, to provide a 
physical and visual barrier between our driveway and 159th Street. As it stands, the kids 
aren’t allowed to play on the driveway, just because of safety. We’ve got a basketball goal 
out there, and they can’t play with balls for fear of stuff flying into traffic or the kids thinking 
that it might be necessary for them to go after something. The traffic out there is 45 mph and 
higher at times. So really, safety and privacy is the number one thing. We do intend to put up 
a detached garage, and this will allow us vehicle access to that, so that’s another good 
factor. I think the one other thing that we might benefit from if we’re able to do this is, even if 
it may be just a little bit, any noise reduction from the traffic would be certainly welcome. To 
your question, Kelley, we will absolutely maintain the grass on the other side of the fence.  
Chair Loyd: Is that it for you, Jami?  
Ms. Beach: Yes, that’ll do it.  
Chair Loyd: Okay. Questions of the applicant from the Zoning Board?  [none] Seeing no 
questions, we’ll move to public comments.  
Ms. Davis: I do have one person with their hand up.  
Jeffrey Pfaff, 6407 West 159th Street, Stilwell, Kansas, appeared before the Zoning Board via 
Zoom, and made the following comments:  
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Mr. Pfaff: I am actually the property that adjoins to the east of this, so I would be sharing a 
fence line. I apologize to Jami and Justin [sic]. I haven’t had a chance to come over and 
introduce myself as of yet, but I will here soon. I see you out with the kids quite often in the 
backyard. A quick question for you. The only concern I have is I didn’t get a good 
understanding of how far the fence…You were mentioning that the fence was going to be 
relocated closer to 159th? Can you clarify how close it will be to 159th, as compared to the 
current fence? How far over it will go? The only concern I have is that I’ve got two new 
drivers coming out the driveway, and oftentimes we have to back out of our driveway, so 
looking down 159th is critical, and I just want to make sure that it’s not too far, that it will 
impede on that. That’s my on concern, so I just wanted to understand that.  
Ms. Beach: The current fence will just be six feet closer to 159th Street. I think it will be pretty 
close to being in line with those cedar trees that you’ve got out there.  
Mr. Pfaff: Okay, or the evergreens?  
Ms. Beach: Yes, sorry about that.  
Mr. Pfaff: Okay, perfect. That was my only concern. Yeah, I assumed that the evergreens 
would be it. It wasn’t for sure if you were removing the retaining wall and going all the way to 
the sidewalk or not. But it will be on the top side of that retaining then? There will still be a 
retaining wall, is that correct?  
Ms. Beach: The retaining wall will stay where it’s at, and there will still be five full feet of grass 
between the retaining wall and our fence. Does that make sense?  
Mr. Pfaff: Yes, perfect. That makes complete sense. No, that’s great. I probably am impacted 
the most out of this, and I definitely support it, especially the safety side of this and the noise 
reduction as well. I would have done the same. I appreciate the opportunity to clarify that, 
and go from there.  
Chair Loyd: All right. Thank you, Jeff. Okay, Zoning Board, any further questions from staff, 
applicants or public?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I can make a motion when we’re ready.  
Chair Loyd: Okay, I want to go ahead and close the public comments portion. Any discussion 
amongst the Zoning Board members? [none] Okay, go ahead, Ken.  
Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by Mr. Wingert , to approve the Preliminary  and Final 
Development Plan to allow the construction of a solid fence that is up to six feet in height 
within the required side yard of this property for the reasons and subject to the stipulations 
recommended by staff.  

Motion passes unanimously.  

Chair Loyd: This will go on up to the County Commission. Karen, what’s the date of that?  
Ms. Miller: This will be considered by the BOCC on Thursday, July 1st at the Board of County 
Commissioners Hearing Room at 9:30 in the morning. I will note, right now the way the Board 
of County Commissioners is hearing items is a hybrid. You can sign up in advance to be 
there to speak in person, or to make comments via Zoom. I don’t know how it will be next 
month, so please keep an eye on the BOCC calendar if you wish to attend and to participate. 
Thank you.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Karen.  
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C. Application No. SE 21-127-FP (OX) – Final Plat – 16155 and 16135 Canterbury 
Road 
Phelps Engineering, Inc, applicant, and WRS, Inc., landowner, requesting Final 
Plat for 1 residential lot, on 1 acre (River Ridge Farms West, 8th Plat), on property 
zoned PRU1B, Planned Residential Urban Single-Family 1 B District, in Section 
15, Township 14, Range 25. 

Ms. Wicklund: I would like to enter in the staff report dated May 26, 2021, into the record. The 
property is at 16155 and 16135 Canterbury Road, and then the lot next to it, these two lots 
are vacant. It’s about one acre total in size. The applicant proposed to combine two platted 
lots into one lot. The existing configuration, you can see here, are these two platted lots that 
are at the end of Canterbury Road. This is in the River Ridge Farms West Subdivision. After 
the lot combination it will look like this. It will be just one larger lot. It will be about one acre in 
size. There are not proposed improvements or new lots being created with the replat, simply 
combining the two lots into one lot. Here is a quick aerial view of the surrounding area. Here 
is Kenneth Road to the east and the two lots that we’re talking about are here where my 
hand is, in blue. This is in this developed subdivision, so the lot combination, really the 
reason for it is it allows for a larger land area, better access to the site, and more flexibility on 
building location due to the topography of the site. Here is a copy of the final plat showing the 
one lot. I’ve also got a copy of the preliminary  plat, if we need to look at that later.  
The streets and infrastructure are already constructed in this area, as you could see on the 
previous aerial image, so when we reviewed the infrastructure requirements, this application, 
this lot combination, meets all the infrastructure requirements. The new house on this lot will 
connect to sewers just like all of the other lots in this subdivision.  
In terms of the Comprehensive Plan, this is located in the low density residential policy area 
of the Blue Valley Area Plan. That plan calls for a density of one acre and then less than five 
dwelling units per acre. So, this combined lot will be one acre, so it is in keeping with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the density. That’s a pretty short summary of the property, but 
that’s really it. It’s just combining two lots into one lot. Planning staff is recommending 
approval of this re-plat, final plat. There are a few stipulations on pages six and seven.  
I just want to note, I need to amend…Stipulation number 1.c. is a note just about when 
somebody comes in for a building permit, because of the slope and the topography of the lot, 
when somebody comes in at the time of building permit, if the house is placed on a lot that 
exceeds a certain percent slope, then they will be required to do a soil stability analysis. I 
need to amend that note a little bit. Our building official wanted to change just a couple of 
things. One is after it says on the second line, “Slope exceeding 25 percent,” and then it 
says, “IV and 4H before grading,” and then right after that I just want to add in, “or having 
more than six feet of fill.” Then, to change the labeling, it should say, “Johnson County Code 
of Regulations for Buildings and Construction, 2018 Ed.” Those are really just minor edits. I 
just wanted to point out to the Zoning Board that we can make those minor edits for the 
Building Official. Otherwise, I think I’ll stop there. If you have questions I can answer those, 
and there is a proposed motion for your reference on page seven.  
Chair Loyd: All right. Thank you, Diane. Questions of staff from the Zoning Board? [none] Not 
seeing any questions, we’ll move on to the applicant. Make sure you state your name and 
address before you start.  
Harold Phelps, 1270 North Winchester, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before the Zoning Board 
via Zoom, and made the following comments:  
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Mr. Phelps: I am representing WRS, the developer of the property, specifically, Jack 
Sutherland. This is a pretty straightforward application. We’re combining two lots into a single 
lot. Basically to make it more accessible, more buildable from a building standpoint. As most 
of you know, there’s fairly steep grades out in this area. We have checked the grades. The 
grades were about 23 percent, front to back, but it’s going to come down to exactly where the 
house sits and how that lays out, but we’re in agreement to the stipulations and revisions that 
Diane has indicated. Actually, we’re in agreement to all the stipulations. With that, I don’t 
have anything additional to add. I’d be happy to answer any questions.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Harold. Questions of the applicant from the Board members? [none] 
All right. Public comments?  
Ms. Davis: We do not have anybody with their hands up or have previously signed up.  
Chair Loyd: Okay, thank you, Leslie. Zoning Board members, last chance for questions of 
staff or applicant. Seeing none, we will close the public comments portion. Discussion of the 
application by the Zoning Board? Any discussion? It seems pretty straightforward.  
Mr. Wingert: I agree, Mr. Chairman. It seems pretty straightforward, given the shape of the 
lot, that this makes sense to combine these two parcels.  
Chair Loyd: Do we have anyone that would like to make a motion?  
Motion by Ms. Coleman, seconded by Mr. Ramos, to approve Application No. SE 21-127-FP 
(OX) for a Final Plat for a one-lot division to be known as River Ridge Farms West Eighth 
Plat, for the reasons and stipulations recommended by staff and set forth in the staff report.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

Chair Loyd: This will move on to the Board of County Commissioners when? 
Ms. Wicklund: This will go to the Board of County Commissioners on July 1st and 9:30 a.m. 
As Karen noted, check the BOCC website as it gets closer to that date to see whether there’s 
options or if they’ve gone to all in-person meetings.  
Chair Loyd: Okay, thank you.  

D. Application No. SE 21-128-FDP (AU) – Final Development Plan – 167th Street 
and Kenneth Road 
Dale Brouk applicant, and LL North, LLC, landowner, requesting Final 
Development Plan, serving as the Final Plat, (Stonehaven at Loch Lloyd) for six 
residential lots on 15 acres, in Section 23, Township 14, Range 25. 

Ms. Wicklund: I would like to enter in the staff report dated May 26, 2021, into the record. 
This should look pretty familiar. This is the Final Plat and Final Development Plan for the 
Stonehaven at Loch Lloyd plat. This Board recommended approval of the rezoning and the 
Preliminary  Plat. It went on to the Board of County Commissioners on April 8th of this year, 
and the rezoning to PRN2 and the Preliminary  Plat were approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners on April 8th. I’m going to show a few pictures just as a reminder. Here’s the 
vicinity map. You’ll see that Loch Lloyd is to the east, on the Missouri side. Here is a picture, 
an aerial view of the property. Here is an aerial view of the more adjacent area. You can see 
the State Line, Loch Lloyd on the east. Then, here is a larger surrounding area view. If you 
remember, City of Overland Park has some adjacent city limits to this property. Here is the 
Final Plat drawing. The Final Plat is identical to the approved Preliminary  Plat. Just again, a 
reminder, the lot sizes are mainly two acres in size. There is one lot that is 2.3 acres in size, 
and then they are going to be constructing the new local subdivision street that will be 
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constructed and connect through to the existing Loch Lloyd development on the east side of 
State Line Road. Just a reminder also, this will be a private gated community. The 
development plan shows some landscaping and a stone wall with some signage. It will have 
some fencing and this stone wall. Here is a picture of what the gatehouse will look like. The 
tracts up front by Kenneth Road will be for the fencing and those columns and some 
landscaping.  
How we review the final plats, we reviewed the minimum infrastructure requirements as part 
of the Preliminary  Plat and rezoning process and applications in the proposed final plat 
complies with the minimum infrastructure requirements, subject to the stipulations on this 
Final Plat, so it continues to comply with the infrastructure requirements. How we do this final 
development plan review is we look at the stipulations that were approved with the rezoning 
and the preliminary  plat and essentially carry those stipulations over. A few of them 
changed. I’ll highlight that, but, really, since it matches and is identical to the Preliminary  
Plat, there are really no issues or concerns with this Final Plat, so Planning staff does 
recommend approval of the Final Plat and Final Development Plan, subject to the stipulations 
that you see on page 8, 9 and 10.  
There are several stipulations. Just to highlight a few of them, stipulation 13 is, you’ll 
remember the discussion from the Zoning Board meeting that the new local street that they’re 
building shall be constructed as a through street from the Missouri side of Loch Lloyd to 
Kenneth Road. It will provide two points of access, mainly for fire access and emergency 
access. That street has to be constructed prior to issuance of building permits. So that will 
continue to stay in as a stipulation. Number 14, if you’ll remember, there’s a current  interlocal 
agreement with Johnson County Wastewater and Northwest Cass County’s Resource Sewer 
District. The Loch Lloyd development has sewers, and that is treated with the JCW’s Blue 
River Treatment Plant on the Kansas side. I’ll you’ll recall, these six new lots, their plan is to 
be connected to sewers. So, we amended that stipulation a little bit, just to say that that 
interlocal agreement shall be approved by the Board of County Commissioners prior to 
recording the final plat for this subdivision if sewer service is provided by Northwest Cass 
County. If for some reason that doesn’t happen, that’s okay, too. All these lots have a two-
acre minimum. That is also the same two-acre minimum for septic systems. I talked with 
Johnson County Wastewater last week, and  Northwest Cass County, I think, approved the 
agreement. I believe the agreement then on the Kansas side is scheduled to go to the Board 
of County Commissioners sometime here at the end of June, but probably will be before this 
final plat goes to the Board of County Commissioners. That will be good timing because we’ll 
have an answer on that.  
The last thing to point out is that we did add a stipulation. I’ll just read it: “A Knox Box with key 
access and is siren-activated, which has been requested by Johnson County Fire District No. 
2, shall be installed on the gate/entrance to this plat/subdivision. The Knox Box will provide 
access to this gated subdivision for the Fire District, Med-Act, and Law Enforcement 
services.” They’re planning to do that. These Knox boxes are pretty typical, but we’re 
reinforcing that with a stipulation. I think I’ll stop there. If you have questions, and then there’s 
also a proposed motion on page 10.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Diane. Questions for staff from Zoning Board?  
Ms. Rast: Am I remembering correctly, there was some discussion, too, with the FAA for the 
airport that was near this property? Did they get all of that worked out, and were they going to 
figure out…They were talking about certain heights of houses that would have to be 
discussed. Did they get more information on that, too?  
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Ms. Wicklund: You know, that’s a good question. I do not have an update, so hopefully the 
applicant, Brett or Dale, can give us an update.  
Ms. Rast: Okay, thanks. I was just curious.  
Ms. Wicklund: That’s good.  
[Dennis Bollin joined the meeting] 
Chair Loyd: Any other questions for staff?  
Mr. Wingert: What is the status of the road on the Missouri side? Is it started? Semi-
completed/completed?  
Ms. Wicklund: I think we’ll need an update on that. I don’t know the current status of that, so 
maybe the applicants can update us on that as well.  
Chair Loyd: Any other questions of the staff from the Board Members before we hear from 
the applicant? [none] All right. I think we’re ready to hear from the applicant.  
Dale Brouk, 11725 Ballymore Court, Parkville, Missouri, 64152, appeared before the Zoning 
Board via Zoom, and made the following comments:  

Mr. Brouk: My official title is co-manager of the owner of the property, which is Loch Lloyd 
North, LLC. The FAA literally got back to us today. I have not had time to look at what they’ve 
said. Brett has, so I’m going to let Brett talk about what their preliminary findings are on these 
six lots.  
Brett Haugland, Continental Consulting Engineers, 9000 State Line Road, Leawood, Kansas, 
appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom, and made the following comments: 

Mr. Haugland: The FAA has looked at the six lots on the Kansas side at this point, although 
they’ll look at all 31 lots. There are 31 lots in the overall plan. They are first wanting to look at 
restrictions due to height for landing and we’ll probably have some restrictions. They haven’t 
been finalized. They have identified some limitations on heights of structures. For instance, 
instead of 35 foot, which is the maximum size being proposed, they may say, “No, you can 
only go 33 feet, or 23 feet.” So they do have some stipulations and we haven’t had a chance 
to talk with them about that yet.  
Mr. Brouk: As far as the road on the Missouri side, the road, the center line for the entire road 
has been cleared. The development of that has been delayed because we are waiting to 
here back, getting our loan finalized. Once that’s done, we will start the process of 
developing. We will start from the Kansas side and work our way over to the Missouri side. 
That’s one of the stipulations that the HOA at Loch Lloyd wanted. They wanted the loading of 
all the equipment to start over there and come back to their road, which is actually called 
Stonehaven. Our road is called Wallace Way. You could go out there and walk the whole 
center line of the road without a problem, but there’s been nothing else done at this point.  
Ms. Rast: Remind me again, too. Will this be like a…Will only the 30 properties have access 
and use it is as a thoroughfare to come over to the Kansas side and get onto Kenneth Road? 
I do remember last time some people had concerns about the amount of traffic on Kenneth 
as well. Or were they trying to decide the traffic flow, even within these properties? Outside 
the six?  
Mr. Brouk: The HOA has not made a final decision. What has been discussed is the 31 lots 
would have ingress and egress onto Kenneth Road and then the seven homes on 
Stonehaven Drive itself, those seven existing homes will have access – ingress and egress – 
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also. Beyond that, they have not made any type of decision on who else will be able to have 
ingress and egress.  
Mr. Haugland: A traffic study was completed. That image right there shows if you can see the 
boundary, what traffic influence was that was considered. It went all the way beyond the 
development into Loch Lloyd. Our traffic study did include a much larger area than just the 
development. That was at the request of Public Works. So, doing that traffic study, all of the 
level of service, all turning movements, were still a level of service A. There were no issues 
with the traffic study when we included a much larger area than just the development that’s 
being proposed.  
Chair Loyd: Okay. We kind of jumped right into questions of the applicant. Dale, do you guys 
have any more presentation, per se, or do you just want to continue standing for questions?  
Mr. Brouk: I would just say continue, because as Diane said, nothing has really changed. We 
have just kept proceeding with achieving the stipulations. Diane has helped us make 
connections with various people within the County, so we could get the one home and one 
business demolished before July 1st. I do know for a fact that last week on Friday, the 
representative from the Northwest Cass Water District came into the office at Loch Lloyd and 
signed the Interlocal Agreement with Johnson County Wastewater. Michelle actually 
notarized it, so I know that’s in the works. I know it’s been approved and signed by Northwest 
Cass Water District. Just an update on that. Other than that, I want to thank Diane and all the 
crew there. They’ve been extremely helpful. Brett has done many developments in Johnson 
County. This is my first one, and it seems like it has gone extremely well, and I appreciate 
their efforts in helping us through this.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Dale. Any more questions of the applicant from the Board before we 
move on? [none] Okay, public comments? Do we have anybody, Leslie?  
Ms. Davis: We do not.  
Chair Loyd: All right. Last chance, Zoning Board members. Any questions of the staff or the 
applicant?  
Mr. Ramos: None at all.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Andrew. I’m going to close the public comments and open it up for 
discussion for the Zoning Board if anyone would like to discuss anything here.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I think Diane did a nice job of incorporating the comments and information 
into the stipulations.  I just wanted to reference that I think she captured what we discussed 
during the Preliminary  plan and got that incorporated, so thank you, Diane.  
Chair Loyd: I would echo those comments, and I would also – playing off of that – I think this 
is a little bit more complicated than most, because of all the jurisdictions having authority here 
and all the adjacencies, with Loch Lloyd already, there but I think that it’s still a nice project. 
I’m supportive of it. Anybody else? Anybody want to make a motion?   
Motion by Mr. Wingert, seconded by Mr. Ramos, to approve Application No. SE 21-128-FDP 
(AU), for a Final Development Plan, which shall serve as the Final Plat, for a 6-lot subdivision 
to be known as Stonehaven at Loch  Lloyd,  for  the  reasons  and  stipulations  
recommended  by  Staff  and  set  forth  in  the  Staff  Report.  

 Motion passes unanimously.  

Chair Loyd: This will be recommended up to the Board of County Commissioners when?  
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Ms. Wicklund: This will go to the Board of County Commissioners on July 1st, 9:30 a.m., 
same note as last, when it gets closer anybody can check the BOCC website to check status 
of Zoom or in-person meeting for the Board of County Commissioners.  
Chair Loyd: All right, thank you.   
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS 
Chair Loyd: We’ve been talking at the last couple meetings about meeting again in person. I 
visited with Sean and staff about that. We have the opportunity to do that for the next meeting. It 
would be held up at the County Office Building in the Commission Chambers. Is that correct, 
Sean?  
Mr. Pendley: That is correct, and I can give some background and also explain what we anticipate 
for the next meeting to help put some context to that. We can talk about options for that and what 
we want to do for future board meetings. It’s a good time, actually. I’m glad that you’re beginning 
this discussion. This will be the first board that has talked about specifically bringing back in-
person meetings from the zoning boards. The Planning Commission has continued to meet on 
Zoom. The other boards have been meeting on Zoom, but we’re beginning to talk about returning 
to in-person meetings. The next meeting for the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board on July 7th 
is a good time to discuss that, because right now we have four applications scheduled, one of 
which we anticipate possibly a lot of public comments or interest from the surrounding property 
owners. You heard me probably talk about the application that was withdrawn for the town 
baseball application on Nall. They have identified a new site, and they have submitted an applicant 
for a site on Metcalf, so again, we may have a pretty big turnout.  
So, for the return meeting, as you all know, we previously met at the Fire Station No. 2 building in 
Stilwell on Metcalf. We tried one meeting last year during the pandemic in the summertime for an 
in-person with limitations in trying to follow all the public meeting guidelines for public meetings – 
distancing and safety protocols. That didn’t work too well, because we only had three applications 
on that agenda and we pretty maxed out the room with one application at a time. We were rotating 
people in and out and the building was just too small. We anticipate a similar situation at the next 
meeting. We’re going to have four applicants, four different applications. We have the setup here 
currently in the County  Administration Building here in Olathe, the Board meeting room for the 
BOCC meetings. They have all the safety precautions set up. Al though they’ve been opening the 
meetings back up, of course, they’re in-person meetings, and the Board is still allowing the hybrid 
meetings, as we discussed. They have the setup in place for plexiglass dividers on the dais in 
between all of the different board members, the plexiglass for the podium and the presentation 
for the setup with the monitors and the computers. So the technology is set up and the spacing is 
set up such that it is much more conducive to have an in-person meeting right now.  
Although the Board is still having limitations on the number of people that they are allowing in the 
meeting rooms, there is hopefully in the next few weeks, the Board is going to be discussing 
changes to that setup, where they begin allowing the public back in the room. They’ll still have 
limitations. We don’t know yet when that will change, but even if the event we are still limited on 
the number of people that are allowed to attend in the Board meeting room, we still have the 
overflow area available in the atrium, just like they do at the BOCC meetings, where they have 
the speakers set up in the atrium. They have extra seating available. It is allowing people to have 
the queuing space and areas to sit outside. We could, if necessary, bring people in one at a time 
to speak if we had to. Nevertheless, that is what we are recommending for the in-person meetings 
for right now, here at the Board meeting room. I’d be open for any questions on that. Like I say, I 
think it’s going to be a good meeting to do that, the next meeting, since we do expect a pretty 
good agenda. Happy to answer any questions or talk about options for a future meeting place. 
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There is still the option potentially for Zoom meeting if we have a light agenda. I will just note, the 
other reason why we’re glad we have this opportunity to meet with you tonight on this, before the 
meeting on July 7th, we will have to send out the public notice by this Friday for that meeting on 
July 7th we have to send out notices in the paper, and we have to get it generally noticed about a 
month in advance, so it’s good that we’re going to have this discussion and we can confirm where 
we’re going to have the meeting, since we have to publish that in the paper. We’ll send out public 
notices to all the property owners. We have to know in advance, so you really have to know right 
about the time when an application is being submitted where to have the meeting, so we really 
need to decide. If we want to agree to have the in-person meeting, we’ve got to decide where, 
and then we’ll publish that as such in the paper.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I’m supportive of us meeting in person, and I think the Administration Building 
makes sense. I ultimately would like to get us back into the community where the applicants and 
the…We’re in that unincorporated area, so I’d like to get us back into the community at some 
point, but I think your approach makes sense, and I am supportive of it.  
Chair Loyd: I would just ditto what Ken said. I think that this is a good opportunity to get back in 
person. As this progresses and we meet there in Olathe for a little bit and the training wheels 
come off, we can begin looking for another place out in the community, but for now I think keeping 
the same meeting time at 6:30 and doing it in Olathe is great.  
Mr. Wingert: I would agree with that.  
Chair Loyd: Sean, do we need to vote on that, or is this just kind of a consensus thing?  
Mr. Pendley: I think it’s just a consensus. When we send out the public notice in the paper, we 
set that. There’s really no formal action needed. Really, just a consensus from the Board. If you 
are all in general agreement with that we’ll do that for the next meeting, and then we’ll discuss, 
maybe each month we have this discussion at the end of the agenda. What do we want to do for 
the next meeting? We can by the next meeting – Jay and I were talking about this – we can begin 
to explore other options and alternatives for other meeting locations possibly in the Stilwell area 
that are closer. If we can’t do it at the fire station building, is there another alternative location that 
will work that has more space? We can explore that, and we can come back to you at the next 
meeting for any other alternatives.  
Mr. Leipzig: I just wanted to follow up on what Sean just said. In thinking about this, if you all are 
agreeable to this, staff will start to look at other locations in the Stilwell area. I think the fire station 
is a great location, but it’s a little small. That is our one concern if we get more than two 
applications it is a little small, and it’s not very conducive to a larger group. The other alternative 
is the Evergy station, which has been used in the past, which works fairly well, but the building is 
not open to the public, so someone has to stand out and open up the door. That’s not the most 
conducive space, either, in terms of being welcoming. The other alternative might be the Stilwell 
Elementary School. That might be a possibility, but I don’t know what their schedule is like. I’m 
sure, in terms of interfering with other events that they might be having during the week, that might 
be problematic. But we could at least begin to explore that and start looking at some alternatives 
if you all are agreeable to that.  
Chair Loyd: Yeah, I think let’s start the exploration process and let you guys work on that for a 
little bit. If we want to do this by consensus, I just want to throw it on around the horn. Kelley, any 
comments?  
Ms. Rast: No, I agree with everything that’s been said already.  
Chair Loyd: Emily?  
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Ms. Coleman: I have not died from an in-person meeting yet.  
Chair Loyd: Atta girl. I like it. Dennis?  
Mr. Bollin: My internet connection is very unstable. I have very little choice of the internet that I 
use, so getting back to an in-person meeting would be very handy for me. Where we meet at 
doesn’t matter to me, whether it’s at the Administration Building or the Fire Station or the 
elementary school. I’ve been at this computer for an hour-and-a-half now trying to get to this 
meeting, and you saw how long it took me to get here. I’m up for anything –  
Chair Loyd: He froze up again. We got the gist of your comments, Dennis. Fred, you spoke, right?  
Mr. Wingert: Yeah, I had one question. Will it still be available via Zoom for those in the public, or 
how will that work?  
Mr. Pendley: That’s a great question. The Board of County Commissioners are doing that. They 
have the technology and staff resources available. They have the internet and DTI staff available 
during the days to do that. They have a staff of about DTI employees that help with that. We do 
not have that availability for our evening meetings. It is very difficult. We explored that option for 
a hybrid, and we really just don’t think we’ll have that available for the Zoning Board meetings, so 
it’s pretty much one or the other. It’s still an option to go back to Zoom, but it would be all Zoom 
or all in-person. I don’t believe we would have the ability to do a Zoom option for people. I will tell 
you, we also discussed this with the County Legal staff, and they very much promote an in-person 
meeting wherever possible, just for the fact that, as we know, it has been difficult for some people 
to connect, and they may lose connection. So having the public hearing in person usually 
eliminates any errors. If you’ve got the advertisement out and all the notices set, people know 
where to show up.  
Ms. Rast: If somebody wants to submit a written record, is that something they could do if they 
don’t feel comfortable coming in person?  
Mr. Pendley: Absolutely. Yes, we will, with the property owner letters that go out for all of these 
applications, we have a standard statement. We notify anyone that would like to submit written 
comments is welcome to do that, and all of that information get distributed to the Board. We note 
that in public notice that goes out and in all of our online information as well.  
Chair Loyd: I think generally everybody is of the consensus to go ahead and try it for the next 
meeting, Sean, so I think let’s go ahead and send it out that way.  
Mr. Pendley: Great. Thank you. I appreciate all your comments. We’ll absolutely get that out, so 
you will not be getting a Zoom meeting invitation for the next meeting on July 7th, but you will be 
getting, we will still send out the notice with the link. You’ll still get the hard copy packet with the 
mailout, and then you’ll also get an email with a reminder that the meeting will be in person here 
at the Administration Building as well. We’ll send the reminders out and let everybody know.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Sean.  
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR  
VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
IX.   OLD BUSINESS 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Ms. Coleman, seconded by Ms. Rast, for adjournment.  

Motion passed unanimously.  
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Ms. Davis: If you are not on Zoom, I will not be your secretary anymore, so it’s been a pleasure.  
Chair Loyd: Thank you, Leslie. Great work. Hard work with some of those long cases. Thank you 
so much.  
Ms. Davis: It’s been nice working with you all. Have a good day.  
Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, 7:40 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned.  

 

 


