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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Johnson County Administration Building 

111 South Cherry Street 
Olathe, Kansas 

 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, July 7, 2021 
6:30 P.M. 

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:36 p.m. on Wednesday, July 7, 2021, and was called to order by John Loyd, Chairman, with 
the following members present and participating, to-wit, Kelley Rast, Fred Wingert, Kenneth 
Klingensmith, Dennis Bollin and Emily Coleman de Hidalgo. Andrew Ramos was absent. Also in 
attendance were Sean Pendley, Sherry Cross, Jay Leipzig, Michelle Leininger, and Diane 
Wicklund, Planning Department; and Kent Lage, Public Works Department.  
 
I.  AGENDA ITEMS 

A. Add, Delete, Revise and Approve the Agenda  
Chairman Lloyd: Item C, Application No. SE 21-139 REZ and Application SE 21-140 PP/FP, 
rezoning of 18460 Ridgeview Road, Preliminary  and Final Plat, we’re going to move that up 
to be the first agenda item, because we’re going to have a continuance on that.  

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 June 2, 2021, meeting. 
Everybody had a chance to review those? Any comments? [None]  
Motion by Ms. Rast, seconded by Ms. Coleman, to approve the minutes from the June 2, 2021, 
Zoning Board meeting.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Loyd: Board of County Commissioners actions?  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll just note there were, at the last meeting of the Southeast Zoning Board on June 
2nd, two applications considered. There was a Conditional Use Permit  for 19220 Nall Avenue. 
That was an application for a Conditional Use Permit renewal that was withdrawn by the applicant. 
There was a case for a preliminary  and final development plan for 25901 Riggs Road for a 
construction of a privacy fence. That was recommended for approval by the Zoning Board. That 
case was approved by the Board of County Commissioners on July 1st. That’s all for the Board of 
County Commissioners actions.  
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Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Planning Commission actions?  
Mr. Pendley: Again, I would just note that the Planning Commission meeting that was scheduled 
for this month, July, is cancelled. There will be a special meeting held on August 10th, and that 
will be to consider draft regulations for utility-scale solar facilities and amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan. Those will be presented as a first draft review to the Planning Commission 
on August 10th, and then we will have a public hearing scheduled for September 14th to consider 
those amendments and zoning regulation topics.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thanks, Sean. Stilwell Community Plan?  
Mr. Klingensmith: No update for this month.  
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

C.  Application No. SE 21-139-REZ (SP) – Rezoning – 18460 Ridgeview Road 
Application No. SE 21-140-PP/FP (SP) – Preliminary and Final Plat – 18460 
Ridgeview Road 

Chairman Lloyd: The applicant contacted staff, and requested a continuance, so could we get a 
motion and a second to continue that, please?  
Motion by Mr. Bollin, seconded by Mr. Klingensmith, to continue this item to the next meeting.  

Motion carried unanimously.  

A. Application No. SE 21-136-CUP (SP) – Conditional Use Permit Renewal – 16670 
W. 191st Street  
Crown Castle, applicant, and JD Jones and Karen E. Jones Revocable Trust, 
landowner, requesting a Conditional Use Permit Renewal for a communication tower, 
on 78 acres, on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 32, Township 14, 
Range 24. 

Ms. Leininger: Good evening. This application is for a Conditional Use Permit renewal for a 
communication tower located at the northeast corner of Renner Road and 191st Street. This is the 
subject property circled in red, outlined in blue. This gives you a bigger visual of where this is 
located. This aerial shows the location of the parent parcel outlined in blue, which is approximately 
78 acres, with the tower lease area outlined in red, which is approximately one-third of an acre. 
All of the area surrounding the subject property is zoned Rural Residential with the exception of 
the property directly to the west, across Renner Road, which is zoned Low Density Residential. 
Here are some pictures of the tower. The site was developed with a CUP approved in 1996 for 
the tower and accessory equipment with a 25-year term. The CUP was amended in 2001 to add 
an additional carrier, including new antenna and ground equipment. The tower has been at this 
location for 25 years with no issues reported. No detrimental effects to nearby properties have 
been reported or are anticipate. The tower provides a gain to the public health, safety and welfare 
by offering communication services for general and emergency communications. The Conditional 
Use Permit meets the required minimum infrastructure requirements, and the general design 
performance standards for a Conditional Use Permit.  
This is a diagram showing the proposed addition to the facility. This is a rendering of the tower 
with the new antenna located. That will bring it up to three antennas. Here is an overview of the 
ground equipment, and the area circled shows where the new equipment is proposed. The 
proposed Conditional Use Permit request meets the communication tower design and 
performance standards for a Conditional Use Permit with the exception of the landscaping 
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requirement, which is a recommended stipulation of approval to provide a landscaping plan that 
meets the number and spacing requirements outlined in the Regulations.  
The current Regulations recommends each renewal period for a CUP for a communications tower 
should be limited to 10 years. The applicant has requested 25 years. Staff does support the 25-
year term request, because a majority of the stipulations approved with the initial CUP and 
performance standards have remained in compliance with the exception of the landscaping. No 
conflicts or complaints have occurred.  
The character of the area is not anticipated to change greatly during the proposed extended term 
of the CUP. Planning staff recommends approval of the Conditional Use Permit renewal to allow 
the continued use of the existing 126-foot-tall communication tower, ground equipment and the 
new co-location of new antenna and equipment on the leased area at 16670 West 191st Street, 
subject to the stipulations outlined in the staff report. I can answer any questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Michelle. Questions to the staff from the Zoning Board? [none] Okay, 
now it’s time to hear from the applicant.  
Tyler Richards, 17215 Williams Ridge Court, Cypress, Texas 77433, appeared before the Zoning 
Board and made the following comments:  

Mr. Richards: I’d like to thank the Board for the opportunity to speak regarding the renewal of our 
Conditional Use Permit. I work for Crown Castle. I’m an urban planner based out of our Houston, 
Texas, office. I agree with the staff’s recommendation for approval of our Conditional Use Permit  
renewal, and with that I’m happy to try to answer any questions that the Board may have.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Questions of the applicant? [none] All right. Thanks, Tyler.  
Mr. Richards: Thank you for your time.  
Chairman Lloyd: Time for public comments. So far we have no people registered to speak on this 
case. Is there anybody who did not sign up that would like to take the opportunity to speak? [none] 
Okay, with no other public comments, any further questions from the Zoning Board, staff or the 
applicant? [none] Okay, we’re going to close the public comments then, and go into Board 
discussion. Any comments?  
Ms. Rast: I think it’s fine as long as they agree to the landscaping and make sure that stays up to 
par. I don’t see any issues.  
Chairman Lloyd: There are several stipulations. I guess the one thing I would point out in the 
report, they were asking for a 25-year term. I just want to make sure that everybody understands 
that that’s what they are asking for, and that the staff recommended it. I’m good with that as well, 
but I just wanted to point that out.  
Mr. Wingert: How often have we approved a 25-year Conditional Use Permit?  
Ms. Leininger: We just had a recent one, the same company, that asked for a 25-year term, and 
that was approved. That hasn’t gone to the Board yet.  
Mr. Wingert: Before that?  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll note, I’m not familiar with any other 25-year renewals, other than the tower that 
Michelle indicated. There’s a tower on the New Century property. That was also recently 
recommended for approval by the Southwest Zoning Board for a 25-year renewal and approved 
by the Board of County Commissioners. Prior to that, I can recall another application, or possibly 
at the beginning of this year – I think it was a Zoom meeting – there was another tower application 
for renewal that the Board recommended an extension to 15 years, which is beyond the 10 years. 
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As noted in the staff report, the Regulations state the typical renewal time should be 10 years; 
however, that can be granted for longer or shorter terms based on review by the Board and 
recommendations.  
Ms. Coleman: What is the purpose of a ten-year recommendation?  
Mr. Pendley: The purpose of the Regulations, I believe the intent, is to make sure that we’re 
reviewing these on a regular basis. A ten-year timeframe, I think, was determined to be 
appropriate because that would allow for a regular review by the Board and the Board of County 
Commissioners in the event that there are changes surrounding the development that should be 
reviewed if there any changes in land use. So, it’s something that should be consistently reviewed. 
In this case, as I think Michelle noted in the report, staff does not anticipate any changes on this 
particular site in that next timeframe, but it’s something that should be reviewed and considered 
with any renewal.  
Ms. Coleman: And additional antennas or other structures would require an additional permit?  
Mr. Pendley: It would require additional permits, but there are different types of permits, so if 
they’re working within the existing facility and it doesn’t require any major modifications to the 
tower, those can be approved administratively. It’s when they expand or enlarge the tower or the 
compound that that may warrant a new Conditional Use Permit.  
Ms. Coleman: Okay, thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Questions or comments, folks? Anyone like to make a motion?  
Motion by Ms. Coleman, seconded by Ms. Rast to approve Application No. SE 21-136-CUP (SP) 
renewal for 16670 West 191st Street, subject to the stipulations put forth in the proposal.  

Motion carries unanimously.  

Chairman Lloyd: Okay, that will move on with the recommendation.  
Ms. Leininger: That will go to the Board of County Commissioners at their August 12th meeting, 
which is at 9:30 a.m. here in this room. Just a reminder to check the County’s website prior to the 
meeting for the location details if they are changed.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Michelle.   
 

B. Application No. SE 21-138-FP (AU) – Final Plat – 20050 Antioch Road  
Dennis Patterson, Prime Development Land Company, applicant and Clay Blair, BFP Real 
Holdings, LLC, landowner, requesting Final Plat for 20 residential lots (Adams Farm 
Estates), on 110 acres, on property zoned RN-2, Residential Neighborhood Two District, 
in Section 12, Township 15, Range 24.  

Ms. Leininger: This application is for a Final Plat located west of the intersection of 199th Street and 
Antioch Road. Using the vicinity map, the subject property is circled in red. Here’s an aerial that 
shows the location of the parcel outlined in blue. It is approximately 110 acres in size. Some features 
to note, the blue hatching on the righthand, the east side of the property, is flood plain. The parcel 
rezoning from RUR, Rural District, to Residential Neighborhood Two District and Preliminary Plat 
were approved at the May 13, 2021, Board of County Commissioners meeting. This visually gives 
you the layout of the what the streets and the lots will look like. That way you can put the two together. 
The plat includes 20 residential lots and three tracts. The three tracts are along 199th Street, and 
then the large space on the left side is also a tract.  
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The minimum infrastructure requirements were reviewed as part of the Preliminary  Plat application. 
A waiver was approved regarding not constructing dry sewers. Two plat exceptions were also 
approved regarding street spacing between the proposed street and the intersection of Antioch and 
199th Street and then the block length requirement. The block exceeds the maximum, but those were 
approved exceptions with the Preliminary.  
Planning staff recommends approval of the Final Plat for a 20-lot, three-tract residential subdivision 
to be known as Adams Farm Estates, subject to the stipulations outlined in the staff report. I can 
answer any questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Michelle. Any questions for staff?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Can you highlight any of the changes that occurred between the Preliminary and 
the Final Plat?  
Ms. Leininger: There weren’t any.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay. I didn’t think so, but I wanted to make sure.  
Ms. Leininger: There were no physical changes. There were some note updates that have some of 
the approvals updated and name changes.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Great, and then just for technical purposes, the staff report application number has 
it as SE 20, and the agenda has it SE 21-138. I just wanted to make sure we had the correct record.  
Ms. Leininger: The 21 is correct.  
Mr. Klingensmith: The SE 21-138? 
Ms. Leininger: Yes. 
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Ken.  
Ms. Leininger: Thank you for catching that.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I have no further questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay, applicant?  
Jake Hattock, Schlagel, Engineer, appeared before the Zoning Board, and made the following 
comments:  
Mr. Hattock: Good evening. I’m with Schlagel, the engineers. I’m working with the applicant. I just 
wanted to thank you guys for your time as well as Michelle’s help through this Final Plat process. 
We’re here to answer any questions you guys may have.  
Chairman Lloyd: All right. Any questions of the applicant?  
Mr. Bollin: On this plat, do you have any provisions for a cul-de-sac or turn-around at the south end 
of this project?  
Mr. Hattock: Correct. At the dead end, there will be a temporary cul-de-sac turn-around.  
Mr. Bollin: By temporary you mean you plan on going farther south?  
Mr. Hattock: If it is to continue further south in the future, they would tie in and they would remove 
the temporary cul-de-sac. The cul-de-sac that would be removed at the point of future expansion.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, I just wondered, because those two lots down there, people wouldn’t want you 
tearing up their yard for something.  
Mr. Hattock: Yeah. It’s adequate for a fire truck.  
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Mr. Wingert: Could you bring that picture that we had up before of the…? In terms of access for fire 
equipment, we’ve only got one access for that property. How does that apply to this property?  
Ms. Leininger: The fire code gives you a limit of 30 lots before a second access is required. It also 
gives the opportunity that if an extension is planned in the future, that an exception is permitted, but 
30 lots is your limit.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay. Have you thought through if the main entrance is blocked? Is there any other 
alternative to get fire equipment, emergency equipment? It’s unlikely, but –  
Mr. Hattock: As we went through the preliminary process, we worked with Public Works, and the 
location of the entrance right now has gotten moved to the top of the hill, so it gives better access 
for safety as well as getting fire trucks in. There is sufficient fire flow, and then as you can see, the 
big open tract on the west side of the property is intended to be used as agricultural use to stay under 
that minimum and help with the fire access, staying with the 20 single family lots.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay, thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any other questions for the applicant? [none]. Public comments? We have nobody 
signed up to speak. Anybody change their mind out there and want to talk? Okay. Any other 
questions, comments, of the Board for staff or the applicant? [none] All right, we’ll close the public 
comments. Board discussion?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I think the Final Plat is consistent with the Preliminary Plat that we already 
approved with the recommendations and stipulations, so I feel comfortable making a motion when 
the time is ready.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Ken. Any other discussion?  
Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by Mr. Wingert, to approve Application No. SE 21-138-FP 
(AU), for Final Plat of 20050 Antioch Road, with the recommendations and stipulations as outlined 
in the staff report.  

The motion carried unanimously.  

Chairman Lloyd: We’ll recommend that on up to the County Commissioners. Date? 
Ms. Leininger: That will go at the August 12th Board of County Commissioners meetings, at 9:30 a.m. 
here in this room.  
Chairman Lloyd: All right. Thank you, Michelle.  

 
D. Application No. SE 21-137-CUP (AU) – Conditional Use Permit – 19300 Metcalf 

Avenue  
Luke Town, LC Town, LLC, applicant, and James Lambie and Jim Thome, Smokehouse 
Land Partners, LLC, landowners, requesting Conditional Use Permit for an athletic field 
complex for baseball and softball training on 10 acres, on property zoned RUR, Rural 
District and PRB2, Planned Residential Neighborhood Retail Business District, in Section 
6, Township 15, Range 25. 

Chairman Lloyd: Staff?  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you, Chairman, members of the Zoning Board. I’d like to enter the staff 
report dated June 30, 2021, into the record. In addition, I’d also like to enter in two additional 
comments that staff received from neighbors or citizens in the area following the Zoning Board 
mailout. Those were just received as of yesterday, and also I think last Friday. Those were 
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included in your packet, and I’ll address those in the presentation. In addition, staff is 
recommending some additional stipulations to be included with this applicant. I just distributed 
those to the Board, just to provide that, and I’ll also outline those recommended changes in 
this presentation as well.  
The following application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit  for an athletic training 
complex for baseball and softball training. The subject property is located at 19300 Metcalf 
Ave. The site area is 10 acres. It is identified here on the vicinity map, located in the general 
vicinity of Metcalf Avenue and 193rd Street. This is an aerial view of the existing site. The 
existing property includes a vacant restaurant building, formerly the Stilwell Smokehouse, as 
many of you may be familiar with. The existing building and parking remains on the site. The 
existing development will be removed as part of the proposed development for this application. 
This just shows the general area. There’s a flood plain on the west third of the property. It’s 
identified here on the vicinity map. This also shows the surrounding area, the two properties to 
the north, south and east of Metcalf. The proposed development consists of an athletic training 
complex for baseball and softball.  
I’ll just provide a few more aerial images and views of the subject property to give you a feel 
for the area. Again, this is showing the subject property outlined in blue here. Here’s another 
aerial view of the property with the existing conditions, and site photos with the existing vacant 
restaurant building and the proposed open space area as a part of this project where the 
outdoor fields will be located. The proposed development consists of an indoor athletic training 
building of approximately 23,000 square feet.  
I should note, too, this is consistent with a proposal that you will recall was located from an 
existing facility. The applicant is Luke Town. He has an athletic training facility for the Advanced 
Baseball Academy located at 191st and Nall. If you recall, that application was withdrawn at the 
last Zoning Board meeting, and they are considering a new site for the facility. If this Conditional 
Use Permit  is approved for this proposed facility, that existing facility will remain for the next 
year that the Conditional Use Permit  is good through 2022, and if this is approved and the 
application moves forward, the applicant will vacate the other facility on Nall. So this will replace 
the existing facility.  
The proposed development here to this site is very similar to the other site proposal that was 
approved for a Conditional Use Permit. The building is approximately the same size footprint. 
It’s a 23,000-square-foot building. It includes a mezzanine. We’ll get into the details of the 
building in just a minute. This site is different, however, in that it will have two outdoor fields 
that will be new fields, and the uses will be different at this location. This site will also include 
100 paved parking spaces. We’ll go into additional detail of the site plans in a minute, but just 
to give you an idea of how this development will be different and the uses will be different. The 
applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit  for a ten-year term, similar to the existing 
CUP on Nall.  
This proposed development site plan for the overall shows the proposed indoor building that 
fronts Metcalf, so the building will be located on the front half of the property, which, as I’ll show 
in a minute, the existing zoning is PRB-2, Commercial on that eastern third of the property, and 
then the two outdoor fields will be located on the west two-thirds of the property in the area that 
is zoned RUR existing. This proposed use for an athletic facility is a permitted use with a 
Conditional Use Permit  in both commercial and residential districts and the RUR district as 
well, so that application is not requesting a change in zoning. This is just a Conditional Use 
Permit. With this application, there will be no outdoor lighting for the fields. There will be no 
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scoreboard, concession stand , outdoor public address systems or amplification systems, so 
no outdoor speakers over the fields.  
The baseball fields are not sized for all ages. The use for baseball games will only be allowed 
for ages 12 and under. These fields are approximately 200 feet, I believe. The applicant can 
provide the detailed dimensions of the field, but they’re not sized according to just any size of 
baseball. This would not be allowed for high school baseball play. This is 12 and under 
baseball. Softball fields, we can allow up to 18 years of age, because softball fields are a 
smaller dimension, so softball could allow ages from age 1 to 18.  
Just some details for the proposed operation of this facility. The applicant is requesting use of 
hours of operation from 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. for the indoor facility. That’s Monday through Sunday. 
And hours of operation for outdoor fields from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Just 
as an overview of the use of the facility. On Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays, the facility may 
be used for scrimmages, competitive games, camps and clinics with game play. That’s 
something that is, again, a little bit different than the other facilities, so these would allow for 
games, as I’ll specify in a minute. But use would be only for the Academy and teams invited by 
the Academy to play other teams from the academy, so this will not be used for public rental 
as it will note in the stipulations.  
As a general overview for how the outdoor fields work, each field will be allowed to have two 
teams for up to 12 players, so you would have at any one time, for the two outdoor fields, you 
will have up to 48 players. The times will be staggered, and these will be double headers, so 
the applicant will explain in a little bit more detail how this will not be a softball or a baseball 
complex that has back-to-back games. These are staggered games that are scheduled. In 
addition, staff has recommended a stipulation for no tournaments or games sanctioned by 
outside organizations, such as USSSA or ASA, which are amateur baseball and softball 
organizations. The applicant has agreed that they are not going to be holding those types of 
sanctioned events here. These are just going to be scheduled games for their Academy and 
teams that they play with their Academy.  
With this proposal, the applicant submitted a traffic impact study, Level 2 study, which analyzed 
the traffic impacts for the proposed development. The study results showed  expected weekday 
peak hour trips of 130 trips for peak hours for weekdays. That includes 65 vehicles entering 
and exiting in the peak hours. Expected weekend peak hour trips of 96 trips, with 48 vehicles 
entering and existing the site. The analysis provided details for the trip generation and 
distribution. All of those details are provided. I will also note that that traffic impact study has 
been included in the record as well, and extra copies are provided here, since that was added 
to the packet late.  
The proposed access point for this site will be located on the north end of the site. There are 
existing driveway approaches along Metcalf that were there for the Stilwell Smokehouse. 
Those will be removed. The new access for the proposed development will be located on the 
north end of the site. Also, the study showed that the site distance and intersection sight 
distance, the width and the driveway corner clearance all met the requirements for the 
Subdivision Regulations. The analysis also did analyze left- and right-turn warrants. They were 
performed as an analysis with this study. The results of the study showed that they did not 
meet the minimum thresholds established by KDOT Access Management Plan Policy. The 
Public Works Department has reviewed and accepted the traffic study. Also note that Kent 
Lage of the Public Works Department is here for questions, and the traffic engineer for the 
applicant is here for questions regarding the traffic impact study.  
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This is the proposed detailed landscape plan submitted with this application. The proposed site 
will include preservation of the existing trees that exist along the north and south property lines. 
This is in addition to the existing tree row along the flood plain on the west half of the property. 
That will also remain. The landscape plans note that. Staff has also included stipulations to 
that effect, that the existing tree lines will be preserved on the property  lines. In addition, with 
this application the applicant is proposing screening with additional evergreen and deciduous 
trees on the south property line, additional evergreen trees on the north property line, and 
screening with a combination of deciduous trees and evergreens along the east property 
fronting Metcalf. So there’s a combination of additional landscaping provided with the proposed 
development.  
The proposed building, as I indicated, is a one-story building with a mezzanine, so essentially 
two-story on the front half of the property. The building is 25 feet in height, and consists of a 
combination of metal panels and a textured wall panel. It’s an insulated metal panel on all sides 
of the building. The east elevation and parts of the north and south elevation include a textured 
panel, so it has the look and appearance of stucco. The applicant has provided additional 
details for the building materials in the packet. The building elevations [inaudible] the details. I 
will note that following the submittal the applicant has agreed to some changes in colors on the 
north and south elevations. I’ll let them explain that, and I think we’ll hear comments to that 
effect from the neighbors who had requested changes. I’ll note that in a minute.  
These elevations essentially show what was submitted and recommended for approval. The 
proposed building renderings will show more detail here. As I mentioned before, there’s a 
textured wall panel that will be on the east elevations and portions of the north and south 
elevations that wraps around the front half, essentially, of the building, so they’re providing a 
different textured wall panel that has the look of stucco. The applicant has agreed to carry over 
additional coloring, a two-tone color, so painting essentially the rest of the metal panels on the 
remainder of the north and south elevations. That’s one change that would note, and I guess 
if the Board agrees that that would be recommended, that could be added as an additional 
stipulation. This just shows another rendering for the proposed building with all of the detail 
and architectural features, which includes a canopy for the front entrance on the east elevation, 
and foundation landscaping. These are some additional features that the applicant provided to 
fit in with the character of the proposed development.  
In going through the analysis of the proposed use, staff referred to the Zoning and Subdivision 
Regulations. The subject property is identified here on the zoning map and is outlined in blue. 
As noted, the east half of the property is zoned PRB2, Commercial. The west half is RUR. The 
surrounding zoning consists of a variety of Commercial and Residential and RUR zoning. The 
majority of the properties to the north have similar PRB2 zoning, so it will note here in the 
Golden analysis, that’s something we looked at very carefully for this use, since it is a new use 
on the property. It is compatible with the existing Commercial zoning on this portion of Metcalf 
Ave, but there are additional Residential properties and Residential zoning to the south and 
further east of the property. That’s something we also wanted to add with this analysis.  
The staff review including the Golden Criteria, is a land use analysis in the Zoning and 
Subdivision Regulations. Staff reviewed this carefully to determine whether the use would be 
consistent with zoning and uses of nearby properties. The subject property has a split zoning, 
with PRB2 and RUR zonings since 1982, and actually there has been a commercial building 
on the site since 1960. Properties to the north and east of the subject property have PRB2, 
Commercial, zoning. To the south is RN2, Residential Neighborhood 2 zoning and PRU1B, 
Planned Residential Single Family zoning. The proposed use for an athletic facility is consistent 
with the Commercial Zoning in the area, and with the  proposed stipulations mitigate uses for 
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any negative effects on the surrounding neighborhood properties, as I’ll note here in a minute 
with additional requirements.  
Staff also reviewed the proposed use to determine whether it was compatible with the character 
of the neighborhood. Along Metcalf Avenue between 191st and 199th Street, there are other 
non-residential uses, such as a church, retail buildings and other commercial businesses. An 
athletic training complex for baseball and softball with outdoor fields is in harmony with the 
general purpose and intent of the Regulations subject to the CUP stipulations and is compatible 
with the surrounding area.  
The traffic study was reviewed and accepted by the Public Works Department. Based on the 
study results, no additional street improvements are required, and therefore the proposed use 
will not increase traffic along Metcalf Ave beyond its capacity. I would also note that there was 
a parking analysis essentially considered as part of this, too. As noted, there are 100 new 
parking spaces that will be provided with the use, and that traffic impact study also reviewed 
parking to determine that it provided adequate parking onsite. We’ll note that, too, that staff 
reviewed that as part of this request.  
To conclude staff’s recommendations, the Conditional Use Permit  does satisfy the standards 
for issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. We looked at all the Subdivision Regulations for 
minimum infrastructure, and the application complies with those requirements. Subject to 
compliance with the recommended stipulations, the use is consistent and compatible with 
surrounding zoning and land uses. The use will cause minimal detrimental effects to the nearby 
properties with the additional landscape buffers and insulated wall panels that are provided 
with the proposed development. The use is also in keeping with the Stilwell Community Plan 
and the Rural Comprehensive Plan for Johnson County. Staff reviewed that as well to 
determine that this use is consistent with the long-range plan for this area. And the proposed 
building is appropriately-scaled and designed to be compatible with the community’s rural 
character while supporting new businesses in the area.  
As noted, following review of the additional information, staff did receive comment letters from 
neighbors to the south of the property. A property to the south submitted a comment letter that 
was part of this packet. In addition, a concerned citizen submitted an additional comment letter 
for additional request for changes to the development. The second letter was submitted after 
the packet went out. Staff reviewed that. We are not recommending any additional changes to 
the development as a result of those specific requests. However, staff does have additional 
changes that are recommended to this Conditional Use Permit. This is the handout that I 
handed to the Board.  
Staff does have some specific additional requirements that we think would be appropriate to 
add with the Conditional Use Permit. One, we would recommend an additional stipulation 21 
that outdoor fields shall not be available for public rental. The fields will be used by teams for 
Advanced Baseball Academy and other teams invited by the owner. As host, the owner may 
charge fees for invited teams to use the fields as part of a rotation playing the Academy teams. 
Stipulation 22, Advanced Baseball Academy may conduct camps where players outside of the 
program are invited to participate. Not more than 75 participants at a time shall be allowed 
outdoors during the camps. In addition, staff would recommend stipulation 23 for at least four 
additional evergreen trees with a minimum height of six feet to be provided along the east 
property line to provide additional screening for the building and parking area. This is to 
address concerns with the screening for the proposed development.  
As noted, Public Works staff is available for questions, as well as the applicant. The applicant 
has a brief presentation, and then their traffic engineer is available for questions. That 
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concludes staff’s presentation. Staff would recommend approval of the Conditional Use Permit  
as stipulated and noted in the report, along with the additional stipulations outlined in the 
presentation. I would be happy to answer any questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Sean. Questions of Sean and staff?  
Mr. Klingensmith: The outdoor hours, are those consistent with the current outdoor hours that 
are being used, or is this an extension of those hours, if you recall? If not, we can ask the 
applicant.  
Mr. Pendley: I think I would want the applicant to answer that specifically, but I think it’s 
consistent with the hours for the outdoors. It may be slightly different since it’s only outdoors, 
but it may also be consistent with their approved Conditional Use Permit. I would want the 
applicant to confirm that.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay, thank you.  
Mr. Wingert: Sean, the west side of the property is Rural zoning, correct?  
Mr. Pendley: That is correct.  
Mr. Wingert: Is there a reason we’re not asking for rezoning? I mean, it’s a commercial activity 
that’s going to be on the property.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes, staff considered that with the applicant, whether or not a rezoning of the 
entire property would be required. We didn’t believe that that was required in this case, 
because athletic complexes are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit  in both Commercial 
and RUR zoning. We felt it was probably more appropriate to keep the zoning as it was in the 
event that in the future if this use were to ever change, you would have more of a commercial 
building constructed here with this 22,000-square-foot building. It could essentially be 
converted to another commercial use in the future, so it would keep with the existing zoning 
and not increase the Commercial zoning.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you. The second question on the public rental, to clarify, Advanced 
Baseball Academy is not going to rent out the space to the public, but if there is a game in 
which there is an Advanced Baseball Academy team playing, the other team on the diamond, 
that’s the way this is intended, correct?  
Mr. Pendley: Correct. Teams that are invited by the owner to play as part of a rotation, other 
teams, for their Academy, so they would invite other teams to play competitive games that are 
playing their Academy teams.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Just for a point clarification, the recommendations, item number four does 
state that there shall be no tournaments or games sanctioned by outside organizations, such 
as USSSA and ASA, so those would just be…I just wanted to comment on that as well.  
Mr. Wingert: I think the purpose of my question was just to clarify for the people that live around 
here that who exactly is going to be using it, and when? It’s our understanding that if the fields 
are going to be rented out, there will be an Advanced Baseball Academy on one of the two 
fields playing. That’s the idea of rental. They can charge the other teams. That’s the 
understanding. Is that what your understanding is? 
Mr. Pendley: That is correct for competitive games. The owner did indicate…Let’s say they 
have a rotation with a series of, let’s say they’ve got four teams and are playing double headers. 
At any one time, an Advanced Baseball Academy team will be a part of that rotation, yes. You 
could have the other two teams, though, potentially playing each other, but yes, they would be 
invited only to play as part of a rotation with their Academy teams, if that makes sense.  
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Mr. Wingert: They would have to win to stay on the field.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes. But also, it’s to note that the reason why staff had a recommended stipulation 
for that, no public rental, that also includes practices. The owner will tell you, that’s a premium. 
Finding baseball fields even for practices, many teams will seek out facilities that they can rent, 
and that’s not what this facility will be set up for, renting out to public teams. It would be teams 
brought in to play and practice with their Academy teams.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Ms. Rast:  I have one more question. I don’t know if this is…My concern for the west side that 
you have all the ponds and the water and stuff. I know a lot of times when the parents come, 
they’re watching their kid on the field, they have siblings and all the other siblings are running 
around the field, and parents may not be watching close. Is there any concern of safety of kids 
wandering off towards the water, or does anything more concern? A lot of times that happens, 
that siblings are running around play8ing and stuff.  
Mr. Pendley: I think I want the applicant to provide a little bit more description of how they will 
use this facility. This will not be like a typical baseball or softball complex where you might have 
like a playground, or the expectation is that you bring a large group of people out to watch. You 
may have family that are watching, yes, and there could be younger siblings. But there are not 
going to be set up to where they’re having this as a regular facility to come out to the ball park. 
I would want the applicant to answer how they would handle that.  
Ms. Rast: Because even at practices parents will bring the younger siblings and let them run 
around, because they figure it’s outdoors. Let them run and play. Another parent knows that 
that sibling is going to be here. “We’ll let them play while we watch the practice,” or whatever. 
I just don’t know how far off the water is or how accessible it is to get to. Just make sure that 
there is a safety concern, because little kids have a way of wandering off and exploring, and 
parents have a way of not always paying attention.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s a good point.  
Mr. Klingensmith: In a PRB2 retail business zoning – I’m kind of referring to the September, 
2013 Zoning and Subdivision Regulations. I’m not sure if there’s an updated one – but other 
uses that could be in this place as an alternative to this building could be a gas station, 
restaurant, tire/auto shop, home improvement store, bank, hair salon or church. Those are 
other uses that this area is zoned for that could be there.  
Mr. Pendley: That is true. Those would be permitted uses with an improved development plan. 
That zoning would allow for a variety of other general commercial uses.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay, thank you.  
Ms. Rast: One more question. When you were talking about the traffic study – and I know they 
took into account with the parking and stuff – this was brought up by Tim Gnau. Did they 
consider the fact that kids are backing in and out of parking spots which could slow things down 
for the traffic flow and back up Metcalf with people getting in? Did they kind of…I don’t know 
how well they can judge that, but did they take that into consideration?  
Mr. Pendley: I don’t know if that would be part of an actual traffic analysis, how the drivers are 
handling –  
Ms. Rast: I mean, if the parking lot gets backed up because you’ve got a lot of people pulling 
out of parking spots, which may slow down the flow of getting in, which then could back up on 
Metcalf. That’s all.  
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Chairman Lloyd: We can probably ask the applicant. The throat depth of that driveway ought 
to be per code based on the…and it will allow for that, the throat depth.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes, I would defer that question to traffic engineering. You’re correct. There are 
some additional considerations that they looked at, as far as queuing and driveway throat 
depth. That’s correct. I would like for the applicant’s engineer to respond to the specifics of how 
that study was reviewed and what considerations they included.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Looking through some of the feedback from the neighbors in the community, 
would it be feasible or possible to move the building back 30 feet or so, or are we constrained 
when you look at fields, or again, is that more of an applicant question to ask?  
Mr. Pendley: I would definitely want the applicant to address that. We did note that with any of 
those types of requests we appreciate it. There was a talk with Mr. Gnau that those are 
comments that are certainly relevant to consider as far as how the site is developed. It makes 
sense. I’m happy to share that with the applicants, and we did. We forwarded those to the 
applicant, and we wanted to make sure they were a part of the packet. We did have a 
discussion with the applicant about if they make additional changes to the site and possibly 
move it further west, there is a lot of engineering that would be involved with that. With grading 
they need to consider the areas that they’re using for either holding tank or the septic system. 
There’s a limited area that they can use. It does, though, potentially impact the outdoor field 
areas and the flood plain.  
They can’t go any further west of the outdoor fields. They are fixed, so wherever you’re moving 
back closer to the fields, you’re essentially pushing that parking right to the edge of those fields. 
So there are some challenges with that. I don’t if the applicant would consider it. Also, as we 
noted, staff recommended approval as stipulated in this Conditional Use Permit. If there were 
any additional changes, staff would recommend a continuance to allow time to review those 
changes, because the other departments have not reviewed any of those changes as well as 
surrounding property owners. They would want to see those changes before any changes were 
made. I would want the applicant to answer that specifically, but just know that we did consider 
that and we did discuss that with the applicant.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I just want to comment. I appreciate staff’s support to the Stilwell Community 
Plan and for the record just wanted to note, because there were a couple comments about the 
parking in the front of the building, that Exhibit A as amended to the Johnson County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan, Appendix E, Section E, Chapter 4, Section 2, Item 4, indicates that “the 
Stilwell Community as created by the Stilwell Community and adopted by the County 
Commissioners, is to restrict parking for future non-residential development to the rear or sides 
of new buildings, as well as provide sufficient screening from adjacent residential uses. 
Consider lowering parking requirements, particularly in the downtown area.” So this is 
consistent with the Stilwell Community Plan that has been adopted. 
Mr. Pendley: Yes, staff considered that as well. We took that into consideration. Any changes 
to parking, that’s certainly a question that may come up. We agree if additional parking would 
be needed, it probably would not be recommended to be fronting on Metcalf, because there 
are definitely items in the Stilwell Community Plan and other screening issues to consider. 
Yeah, we noted that as well, so appreciate that additional comment.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any questions of the staff presentation? [none] Okay, applicant?  
Pete Heaven, 6201 College Boulevard, Overland Park, appeared before the Zoning Board and 
made the following comments:  
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Mr. Heaven: Good evening, Mr. Chairman and members of the Board. I represent Luke and 
Carla Town. With us tonight, as Sean indicated, we have our traffic engineer, our civil engineer 
and our contractor to answer any questions you might have. I’m going to speak for just a couple 
of minutes, first of all to thank the staff. They were very helpful to us. A lot of applicants will get 
up and complain about the stipulations. We believe the stipulations that have been proposed 
reflect our commitment to the community. We don’t have any problem with them and are willing 
to go along with them, and in fact they are consistent with our activities.  
I would like to leave a couple of minutes for rebuttal if I may, but to cut to the chase, I want to 
emphasize a couple of things that we did at the neighborhood meeting. It’s important to 
remember, this is not a typical baseball field. It’s a smaller field designed primarily for infield 
training. As Sean said, it’s designed for boys under 12, and girls softball. The fence is about 
250 feet from the plate, and there aren’t any children that age who can hit the baseball beyond 
that point. We’ll have no sound system, no lights, no concession stand. It’s a training area. It’s 
a training complex. The fields will not be open to the public, and if we find the public 
trespassing, we will ask them to leave.  
Our use of the outdoors is weather-generated, weather-related, as we’ve explained to you in 
earlier hearings. So it isn’t a 24/7 operation. It’s only during the daylight, and that’s all we can 
do without lights. Now, to answer Ms. Rast’s question about children playing near the wetlands, 
you can’t get through there. It’s so thick you can’t get through it. It’s not wet. It’s a marsh. It’s 
not standing water. But we’ll be watching for the kids. We don’t anticipate on a typical Sunday 
or Saturday game, having many kids there that aren’t under attention of some kind, but we’ll 
take care of that. I’m not concerned about that.  
Moving the building. This has been a bone of contention and something we’ve discussed. The 
problem we have is exactly what Ms. Rast pointed out. We need traffic circulation around our 
building. In case of some kind of a slow-down or a hold-up, we can get cars all the way around 
the building. Now, if we move the building to the west, we lose that ability, and you’re going to 
have two dead-ends, as opposed to a round you can circulate around, both for fire safety and 
for traffic overflow. Understand, though, that we’ve allotted 99 parking places. We anticipate 
maybe 48 used at any given time, so there’s plenty of parking where we can jockey around. 
I’m going to ask the traffic engineer to address that in a little more detail. In fact, Andrew 
Robertson, our traffic engineer, concluded the surrounding roadways have the capacity to 
handle demand without significant impact, and the surrounding traffic network can easily 
handle trips generated by the proposed development. So, we have an expert telling us that 
we’re fine with our traffic. We’re fine with our parking.  
The only other issue that came up during the neighborhood meeting that bears mentioning is 
noise. As I calculated, aside from the property to the immediate south, the nearest home is 
about 375 feet away. These are outdoor fields, and the building itself will serve as a sound 
buffer. So the sound will be sort of contained within the marsh area and behind the building. 
Frankly, I have a hard time believing that children playing a baseball game are going to create 
enough noise to cause disruption in the neighborhood. I’d like to have our traffic engineer come 
up now and answer any questions, but before I do, if you have questions for me I’d be happy 
to answer them.  
Mr. Wingert: When you said you would agree to all stipulations, does that include the document 
that Sean passed out tonight?  
Mr. Heaven: Yes, Mr. Wingert. We will.  
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Ms. Coleman: I had just one more question. With the hours of operation, say on Saturday 
morning they had a game, is the game starting at 8:00? Because I know since my son played 
baseball, that usually meant arrive at 7:00. So will arrival time be 8:00 and games will be 9:00? 
Mr. Heaven: Arrive at 8:00. Play at 9:00.  
Ms. Coleman: Okay, perfect.  
Mr. Heaven: For the record, Luke answered, “Arrive at 8:00. Start at 9:00.”  
Mr. Klingensmith: And I’d ask the question, are these hours consistent with the hours of the 
current Conditional Use Permit  at the other property?  
Mr. Heaven: Yes, they are.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay, thank you.  
Mr. Heaven: And we’ve had no complaints, by the way, of noise from that facility, which is much 
closer to residential areas. Andy, do you want to come up for just a moment?  
Andrew Robertson, Professional Traffic Operations Engineer, 9548 Woodson Drive, Overland 
Park, Kansas, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following comments:  

Mr. Robertson: I was the one who did the traffic study for this, and I’m here to answer any 
questions that you have.  
Chairman Lloyd: Questions related to the traffic study? 
Mr. Klingensmith: Does the traffic study include the parking onsite at the property?  
Mr. Robertson: Yes, it does.  
Mr. Klingensmith: So, with the stipulation I had referenced earlier, was there consideration to 
lowering any of the parking requirements? Are we at capacity parking, or do we have too many 
parking spots? Is there a possibility to reduce that, or have we reduced that and this is the ideal 
situation?  
Mr. Robertson: The parking that is proposed is the ideal situation. With the amount of people 
coming into the facility and the amount of people going out of the facility, there’s an overlap to 
provide the perfect amount of parking that we need.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Thank you.  
Ms. Coleman: Do you anticipate busses, or anything larger than an average family car?  
Mr. Robertson: No.  
Chairman Lloyd: I have one question related to your study. So, in your analysis for the turn 
lanes on Metcalf, it didn’t reach the threshold. Could you share the numbers? How much gap 
or play you have in that?  
Mr. Robertson: When I ran through the numbers and we were provided traffic counts from 
Public Works and we also did our own traffic counts and verified between the two to make sure 
that we were all on the same page – when it came to the amount to trigger…On page 24, we 
talked about the right turn lane, and essentially we would have, during an average weekday, 
the amount of right-turning vehicles would be 49, and the threshold is 73, so we are well below 
the threshold. Also, a weekend day when there’s Saturday traffic where teams are coming in, 
that will generate 27 vehicles per hour, which is lower than the threshold of 73 vehicles per 
hour. Then, I went ahead and identified that if Metcalf Avenue in the future was four lanes, like 
the plans say, the southbound peak hour traffic would have to grow to 3.4 times the existing 
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traffic in order to warrant a right turn lane, so that’s not in the ballpark of what it needs to require 
a right turn lane. Then, for the left turn lane, a similar situation. For northbound traffic turning 
in, we have 111 vehicles per hour, which is lower than the 181 vehicles per hour for a weekday, 
and for a weekend, it’s 116 vehicles per hour, which is lower than the 181 vehicles per hour. 
So likewise, the traffic would have to be three times higher in order to warrant any turn lanes 
for this driveway.  
Ms. Rast: I have a question. So you think the majority of the traffic is going to be coming 
northbound and turning left versus - ?  
Mr. Robertson: There’s a distribution of traffic that we looked at based off of the traffic counts. 
So, it’s a little bit different, a weekday p.m. peak versus the weekend p.m. peak. The p.m. peak 
was used to determine whether or not the turn lanes are warranted. Because we have the peak 
amount of traffic versus the amount of turning traffic into the site. So, for weekday, there’s 74.9 
percent of traffic will be either going north from the site, or coming from the north. And then 25 
percent from the south. If you can see, this is the basic distribution. For a weekend, it’s a lot 
more split, where we have 57 percent coming from the north or going north from the site, and 
42.8 percent coming from the south or leaving the site going south.  
Ms. Rast: Thank you. 
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Any more questions related to the traffic study?  
Mr. Bollin: Yes. I’m curious as to why there’s only one entrance/exit.  
Mr. Robertson: The way that the project was set up, there are a lot of things under consideration 
when choosing the right location and number of driveways. The other design team that 
designed the facility can speak to that a little bit more than I can, but I know that essentially the 
driveway was chosen so that, given the layout of the site, the driveway was far enough away 
from an intersection that it would not impede any turning movement traffic at the nearby 
intersection. The design engineer can answer additional questions about the driveway.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, well when you’ve got 24 or 48 cars coming in and exiting at the same time, it 
would kind of create a bottleneck. That’s the reason why I was asking.  
Mr. Robertson: When it comes to the overlap period, it will be occasionally, not all the time. It’s 
not a continuous people going in and out, because the teams will have a routine where they 
will all come and spend their time, and then the next team will arrive in the parking lot, and then 
the team that’s there will then leave. So, the overlap period will be within basically 15 minutes, 
but that has been accounted for as far as when one team arrives, the other team is leaving. 
That won’t necessarily happen with everyone coming and going at the same time. The other 
team members can answer that maybe a little bit better.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any more questions related to the traffic study? [none] Thank you.  
Mr. Robertson: Thank you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: On that topic, does staff in conjunction with the County agree with the traffic 
study of the applicant?  
Mr. Pendley: Kent Lage with the Public Works Department is here. He can answer any specific 
questions. I do know that the traffic impact study was reviewed by staff, and staff does not 
recommend any additional improvements.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Thank you.  
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Steve LaCasse, 10125 Southwest Berwyn Street, Wakarusa, Kansas, appeared before the 
Zoning Board, and made the following comments:  

Mr. LaCasse: Hello. I’m a civil engineer. I prepared the site plan, and to address the question 
about the number of entrances, essentially we’re only allowed to have one because of the 
amount of road frontage we have. That’s all that the Public Works Department would give us. 
We were asked and we’ve applied to push it as far north as possible to get away from that 
intersection for safety of the intersection. I’m here for any other questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any questions related to the civil engineering portion of the packet? [none] 
Thank you.  
Mr. Heaven: Mr. Chairman, that concludes our presentation. We deeply appreciate your 
consideration of this matter, in allowing Luke Town to do that which he does so well, and that 
is, coach. One thing I would note, most of Luke’s graduates do get Pollard scholarships. I think 
he’s only missed on a couple over the last ten years. So it’s a pretty amazing process, and I 
think it’s something that Johnson County will be proud of. So thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. We still have a segment here for additional questions to the 
applicant. Did everybody get their questions answered? Anybody have any more questions? I 
was trying to write down questions from the different team members, and I think everything 
that came up got answered.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I don’t want to speak out of turn, but this might be a staff question, Sean. Is 
the shielding that is outlined on the south end of the property related to the tree rows and the 
screening that’s put in? Do you feel that meets sufficient screening from the adjacent residential 
uses as we outline in the plan?  
Mr. Pendley: Yes. Staff did look at that carefully. We did note that the residence, Mr. Gnau to 
the south had requested additional consideration for buffers on that property line. There is an 
existing fence that’s on  the adjacent property. There are also existing trees, as tree rows on 
the property line. Staff recommended preservation of those trees that are on the south property 
line, in addition, the additional trees that are planted, staff had recommended additional 
evergreen trees to be planted to supplement that buffer, to add to that, and the applicant agreed 
to that. They have provided additional evergreen trees in addition to preserving the existing 
trees, so we feel that that [inaudible] the property.  
Chairman Lloyd: Now we have public comments. We have three people signed up to speak.  
Ali Fathollahi, 19310 Metcalf Avenue, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Fathollahi: I am the property owner directly to the south of this proposed plan. In regard to 
the address, by the way, the proposed property from day one was, if you look at it, 193rd Street 
sits after the proposed property, so the 19300 address is not an accurate address for that 
property. It was intended for me according to Public Works, and I have addressed this to Ms. 
Pamela Hayhow before she retired. I’ve been going through a rezoning procedure and a land 
split lot into two five-acre tracts for residential intent, and I went through all the approval. 
Everything was done with Ms. Pamela Hayhow. I was to sign and devote 60 feet of easement 
to the County. I had a buyer for the back five acres of my property. When this application 
became public, my buyers backed out. Nobody wants to live next door to a baseball field. Put 
yourself in my position. I’ve been there 30 years now. It’s a residential lot. I have a family. We 
live there. We love our peace and quiet. I love listening to the birds. I can sleep until 11:00 in 
the morning without distraction. With this project coming next door to me, first of all, let’s go 
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over the lake that you had mentioned. Not only that property has a lake. I have a lake, and we 
don’t have any fencing, so yes, people can come and run into my lake, and I would be liable 
for that, so I believe there would definitely have to be – if this is to be approved – at least a six-
foot privacy fence from east to west, because at any point I already have trespassers and 
there’s no traffic there, so imagine when people are around these fields outdoors, with their 
friends, blah, blah, blah, and it’s so beautiful back there, and I know people will go into these 
trails to look around. So if there is no proper fencing, yes, there are going to be many liability 
issues in the future, as far as the fencing is not adequate.  
Second, I have a residential lot that I was trying to split into two so I could sell to have one of 
these beautiful million-dollar mansions be built there. Nobody is going to build a nice house on 
my property now, because of this plan. So, what I’d like to ask the Council is if you are going 
to approve such a thing to go next door to me after me being there 30 years, please rezone 
me commercial too, because this does not make sense. Everything to the north of me is 
commercial, and I’m sitting here residential. Nobody is going to buy me for residential with a 
baseball field going there. Also, the property to the north of the Smokehouse, which is owned 
by a gentleman named Herb Atwater that operates motels, he has the intent of demolishing 
those buildings in August and making it into flat land, and they have already discussed future 
extension of this [inaudible] plan of building two more baseball fields on his ten acres to the 
north. So this thing is going to become bigger than what  it is offered today to you. There are 
more plans of this. As this grows, this causes more traffic. Well, I don’t want to live next door 
to this, and that’s all I say. Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay. Thank you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Could we pull up the zoning map on the screen just to refresh ourselves?  
Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay, our next person signed up to speak is Cindy Johnson.  
Cindy Johnson, 15918 West 161st Court, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before the Zoning Board 
and made the following comments:  

Ms. Johnson: I am actually an employee at Advanced Baseball Academy, and our two sons 
joined the Academy about nine years ago. I didn’t become an employee until about a year-
and-a-half ago. I was working for a school district for many years. But I just love Advanced 
Baseball Academy, and it makes me feel sad when I hear those talking about the kids as being 
hoodlums or such like that. My husband is also very involved on the site. He has his real job 
during the day. These are professionals. The coaches are professional people. We have 
attorneys who are coaches. We have medical professional people, very professional, educated 
people who are coaches. They are requiring the kids to make sure that their grades are good. 
These kids are in honors courses. Like someone had mentioned, in the high school level 
they’re not only getting athletic scholarships but they’re getting the academic scholarships as 
well, so they’re good kids. They don’t tolerate that. These kids come in. They have their 
practices. They’re all in their uniforms for their practices, and then they leave. They’re not 
hanging around, causing trouble.  
In regard to the water, or the marsh, I did want to point out, I believe at Heritage Park at those 
fields, there’s a creek behind the ball fields, and there’s not a fence, I believe, that is separating 
that part, so I don’t think that the concern that was mentioned before is something…Of course, 
we always want safety, but that is something that…we’ve been in baseball forever, and I know 
that that is right behind those fields as well. But again, these kids are great kids. They are 
dedicated. They love what they do.  
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The programs that Advanced Baseball has, they want these kids to be great leaders in their 
community, against bullying, standing up for others. It’s just a great organization, and if 
anything we’ve shown, it’s that we want to work with the community. We don’t want to cause 
problems. We want to work with them. We want this to be a cohesive place, and what better 
than a private business that can control who is coming in on the property? I mean, if you had 
a gas station or something like that, the owner can’t control who’s coming in and who’s leaving, 
but with a private entity, if there is a concern, they are going to do everything they can. We 
don’t want to cause problems at all. We want to work with the residents and form together this 
bond. Thank you for your time.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Tim Gnau.  
Tim Gnau, 20135 Mission Road, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following 
comments:  

Mr. Gnau: I’ve lived in Johnson County for 50 years, formerly from Wyandotte County. You’ll 
note what I’m going to say here is going to startle you. I sat on the Aubry Township Board for 
12 years. I sat on the Johnson County Fire and Rescue Board for 12 years, and Spring Hill, 
helped get your fire station and all that stuff. Your two gentlemen gave me their votes when 
they couldn’t be at the meeting, and we got that done. I’d like, if you would, Sean, to pull up 
the widening, that four-lane widening for future Metcalf. Can you zoom in on that?  
Mr. Pendley: [Inaudible]  
Mr. Gnau: Okay, well that building is very close to Metcalf. I’m trying to soften the look. I work 
for the church. I represent the church. I’m their representative. We’re trying to soften that look. 
I will tell you, I don’t think there’s a person in this room that can name a county line to the 
Missouri River, 69 Highway, Metcalf, of a 120-foot building that close, that’s 120-foot wide, 25-
foot tall, along Metcalf. I’ve given it a wide…There’s one building that’s that close. Shopping 
centers are set back. They have out-parcels the small buildings in front. I’m begging for the 30 
feet to move back, and I appreciate doing the paint job. The north site elevation is a little bit 
more modern-looking than a white industrial building. The church is all for this. I’m for it, but 
we need to move it back, and I often thought it should have two ingresses and egresses, and 
he can have his parking upfront.  
I think, when the Aubry barbecue was there, it was a pain just to get in and out and he had two 
ingresses and egresses. That was a little building. We would love to have the building move 
back 30 feet. Would you pull up the east elevation for me, please? I spoke to the applicant 
about that. He really is short on time. I wish we could speed this up for him if he agrees to this. 
The residential buildings on the top don’t help that building to look well. He mentioned to me 
that he would like to have more glass and vertical windows and if they were evenly spaced that 
building would be a lot more eye-appealing, so we would like that consideration. We’re trying 
to make it not look like a light industrial building, fronting…By the way, that’s way further up 
towards Metcalf than the buildings to the north. They’re set back real well. The fire station is 
set well back. This is going to stick out. We’re trying to put more lipstick on the pig, and I don’t 
mean…We want the facility, but it is a big light industrial building in a residential area.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Tim. Okay, so that closes the public comments, so discussion of 
the application amongst us Board Members?  
Mr. Wingert: Sean, what is the plan to widen Metcalf? How much of this property is going to be 
taken when they widen Metcalf?  
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Mr. Pendley: I would like Kent Lage with Public Works to answer that question. I don’t believe 
there are any plans to widen Metcalf.  
Mr. Lage: Metcalf is proposed someday if it ever occurs to be four-lane, but the right-of-way, I 
believe, would be 60 feet each side. I believe we have 60 already on the east side. I believe 
right now it’s 30 feet on the west side, so there would be an additional 30 feet, but I did look at 
the drawings, and it does appear that the building in the drawings they showed us the 60 feet 
of future right-of-way as well as an additional building setback, so they have accounted for that, 
but to answer your question specifically, we do not have any short- or medium-term plans to 
do any improvements to Metcalf to widen it.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay, I have one more question. The previous one of our speakers had earlier 
said that he was trying to rezone a property adjacent to this and the County was asking for 30 
feet. Was that 30 feet on Metcalf? I think it was 30 feet.  
Mr. Lage: I believe it was. If something is being platted, then we do require the donation of 
right-of-way. This is a CUP, so we do not require that right-of-way.  
Mr. Wingert: The donation of right-of-way. Okay.  
Chairman Lloyd: So yeah, I misspoke a little bit. It wasn’t really just discussion of the Board. 
It’s for questions also, so my mistake. Thanks, Fred. More questions for staff or applicant? 
Questions of the other public presenters?  
Ms. Rast  I have a question regarding on weekends with restroom facilities and stuff. At one 
point I thought I read that the building would not be accessible for the people playing the 
baseball games? What’s going to be the restroom facility situation?  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll have the applicant answer that.  
Mr. Heaven?:  The building will be unlocked for the public restrooms. There will be no 
portapotties. During games and on the weekends, people will be allowed in the buidlng for the 
limited use of the bathrooms.  
Ms. Rast: Thank you.  
Mr. Wingert: I had some questions for the actual operator. Could the operator come up, and 
could we hear from the operator?  
Luke Town, Owner, Advanced Baseball Academy, 15958 West 243rd Street, appeared before 
the Zoning Board and made the following comments:  

Mr. Wingert: I appreciate your representative tonight, but is there anything you’d like to address 
to us that’s been discussed tonight, or anything you’d like to say?  
Mr. Town: As the Academy has grown, so has our need for the space for the indoor facility, 
and also there’s a limit on exterior, in having the access to the fields to practice on is in very 
short supply in actual training facilities. That’s where these kids get better. That’s how they 
improve their sport is actually having time on the field, but I have a system that we use to rotate 
teams in and out. I still run the vast majority of all of our team’s practices and trainings, so I 
can only be in one spot at one time, so I have a rotation to where teams coming in, a team 
moves from my station to the next station, to the indoor facility and then out. So there’s a 
rotation. That’s what the majority of this will look like. Most of the year, that’s how it operates. 
I want to be able to hold a few summer camps to expose kids outside of our program to what 
we do for the mental and emotional health of our kids.  
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This program was developed in 2011, not only with the mindset of creating great athletes, but 
to help prevent some teen suicide that I experienced when I was coaching high school. Over 
the past ten years, our kids have intervened in about 47 suicides that we know of. I’m more 
proud of that than I am the kids that went on to college. So, opening up camps and giving 
exposure to our environment, our mindset, our philosophy, our training, that’s what a lot of 
these camps are for. We also provide pretty good baseball training, too, and softball training. 
We have a girl’s program, too, so the vast majority of the time throughout the year, we’re limited 
on how much time we have for daylight. We peak in June, and after that we slowly start losing 
daylight. Once we get to October and the sun’s setting about six or seven o’clock, we’re not 
going to be outside that much. There will be a limited time from the time the kids get out of 
school from 5:00 to 7:00, because most of the time we don’t start practices before then during 
school session, because their parents simply can’t get them there.  
During the summertime, we have high school athletes, and all of our kids are out of school, 
you’re going to have more activity out there during that time, but it’s spaced out. I don’t want a 
traffic jam out there. I can’t coach 300 kids at the same time. So, the few times that we have 
inter-squad games or bring in outside teams to have scrimmage games for the development 
of our players, it’s all controlled. It’s a simple task. A game lasts an hour and 30 minutes. You 
give a 30-minute window for that team to leave, so you put the game an hour beyond that, so 
they’ve got time when they show up there’s an overlap time there that the place is empty, and 
that allows a new team to come in, and so on and so forth. It’s very manageable.  
Mr. Wingert: Do you intend to have a gate when the facility is closed? Will you have a gate so 
people can’t come in and out?  
Mr. Town: I haven’t really thought about that. It wouldn’t be that hard to do. I could put in a 
retractable gate. I’m an old oilfield guy. We’ve got plenty of pipe, and I could make it look pretty 
nice. But I haven’t considered that. I would. The only thing I would consider is that if you have 
a gate there, I’ve got to leave enough room, so when you pull in to open the gate, that your 
vehicle is not stuck out on Metcalf.  
Mr. Wingert: My second question – one of your neighbors to the south brought up a fence. 
What’s the current fencing on the south property? 
Mr. Town: I believe there was, as we started this project a few months ago, there was a barbed 
wire fence running down through there. There’s a lot of tree saplings that grow up along that 
fence line. It’s not easily accessible to cross from one property to the other, but there was at 
one time – and I don’t know if it’s still there; I haven’t been there in a few weeks – but there 
was a barbed wire fence down through there.  
Mr. Wingert: Have you talked to your neighbor about potentially a fence there?  
Mr. Town: I’ve talked to if there’s any future problems that we would address it. I met him on 
the very first day I was out there. To be honest with you, I really like the guy. We actually got 
along pretty good, and we had a good conversation. He told me a little bit about his history and 
where he came from, from Iran, and stuff like that. He’s a very interesting guy. He’s also a 
Grand Master of martial arts, and that’s something that we actually talked about in future 
references and maybe having him train some of my players, especially my female athletes, in 
self-defense.  
Mr. Klingensmith: You know I had a lot of concerns about the road infrastructure over at the 
Nall facility, so I appreciate you looking outside the box, and looking at the Metcalf location. I 
think when you look at the PRB2 zoning, I think this is an appropriate use of that zoned land 
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that is there, that is Commercial relative to the other options that could be going in there, so I 
just wanted to acknowledge I appreciate you taking a broader look at the program.  
Mr. Town: Thank you.  
Ms. Rast: I have a question, too. Where would you say you are in your business goals, as far 
as capacity? Like, where are you in your expansion, and then where this facility aligns with 
that. And, are you planning on expanding more and have future plans with that? So a little bit 
of projection.  
Mr. Town: To answer your question as brief as I can, in the other facility the building itself is 
going to cost me $1.6 million. I didn’t need to add any more teams. Now we’re up to about $3.2 
million to build the same building. The time lapse, the cost of materials, the cost of new 
property, doing the facing and stuff like the County wanted to do, so the cost has gone up a 
little bit. I perceive maybe a few more teams, but there’s only so much of me to go around, so 
I don’t want to lose contact or control of the teams. Probably not many more teams. Probably 
what I’ll do is I’ll probably break it down into just individual training, to where we’re running the 
impact arm classes, the impact pitcher classes, and things like that, to where it’s a little bit more 
manageable with the number of kids.  
It’s not about the teams you’re bringing in, but it’s the classes. For example, the impact arm 
class, it’s a very private one-on-one type of training of the ten players. The session runs an 
hour-and-a-half long. Sometimes and hour, but most times an hour-and-a-half. So, we only 
would have ten players per that hour-and-a-half and then we start another class. So, I could 
have the impact arm class going on, the impact hitter class going on, and the impact pitcher 
class going on. That’s three classes. Some private lessons, but we really try to get away from 
more private, individual one-on-one sessions, but I do work with a lot of athletes that have a 
lot of pain, so you have to do assessments for that. That’s kind of where I see the future going 
to, and we also plan on doing more stuff online, more online training.  
Ms. Rast: But for your professional business goals, would you say you’re 85 percent or more 
at what you’re trying to achieve long-term for ABA?  
Mr. Town: Yes. I really perceive it, as far as the business going, doing more stuff. We’re in the 
process of writing a series of books, because we want to try to help change the culture of youth  
sports, so we’re using our impact philosophy to try to help change that culture. You know. Your 
son played youth sports. It’s not a good culture at all times. Some of the way the kids feel about 
themselves from playing youth sports is not the intention of youth sports. So, our long-term 
goal is to help try to change that culture, not just in Johnson County, but on a national scale, 
and we’ve been in the process for the past few years of working with guys like Under Armour 
and several of our companies – Dick’s Sports – to try to help and support that vision that we 
see what youth sports should go to, not just baseball. It’s all youth sports, so that’s our long-
term goal, is to try to make it better for the kids and take the sport away from the parents and 
give it back to the kids.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thanks, Luke.  
Mr. Town: Thank you, guys, very much.  
Mr. Klingensmith: May I ask a question of staff?  
Chairman Lloyd: Yes.  
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Mr. Klingensmith: When I look at the setting of this building relative to Metcalf, is it further out 
than, say the Aubry Animal Clinic, NAPA Auto Parts, the fire station, Custom Alignment, the 
post office?  
Mr. Pendley: We would have to check that. I’m not exactly certain the proposed setback here, 
how that compares to other setbacks for other facilities on that frontage. I do know that the 
proposed setback of, I believe it was 105 feet, the building from the right-of-way, that would 
be…It meets the requirements for that zoning district. I do not know how that compares to the 
building setback for those other commercial buildings along that core.  
Mr. Klingensmith: When we look at the parking restrictions that we put in the Community Plan 
– I was an active member in putting that in place – the concept of that was to essentially not 
become Stanley, to not have the Price Chopper with the large parking lots in the front, to not 
have the Stanley, where the QuikTrip is that the buildings wrap around, but they have a closer-
knit, I almost want to call it the downtown, Lee’s Summit, where you’ve got more buildings on 
the surface with parking behind it. For this intent I think, though, if we could maybe look at the 
alignment of this building relative to the other alignments of the other commercial properties 
that are sitting right there, that that might justify, could we slide the building back and put a 
parking row in front of the building to be more in concert with the other buildings that are on 
that same Metcalf Avenue? But, I still think that would keep to the integrity of the Community 
Plan, that when you look at other areas like the undeveloped properties if you’re going to put 
something there, the idea is we want them closer to the road, parking in the back. Maybe this 
is just taking that narrative a little bit too literally, possibly, versus the intent. But I don’t know if 
you’d get additional footage in putting a row of parking in the front to help push it to the back.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s something that we knew that we would have to evaluate. So we would 
need any changes such as that, moving the building back, adding parking, that would require 
an additional level of review. It is something that could be considered, certainly, but if that were 
to be recommended 1:39 staff would recommend that.  
Mr. Klingensmith: And I can assure you, I’m the first not to ever want to deviate from a 
document that the community put together, and we worked very hard, ten years, to make 
happen. But potentially the literal intent of that when you look at the other properties around it, 
maybe it needs to be looked at in context. 
Ms. Rast:  I kind of agree with that, just from the standpoint if this wasn’t going to be the largest 
building in that section, we don’t want it to stand out even more just because it’s not lined up, 
so I agree that it should be in a line with the rest of them, for sure, because it’s probably also 
the tallest on that side, too, in that area. I think that’s a fair assessment for sure.  
Mr. Klingensmith: But it’s definitely not setting a precedent to override the initiative of what the 
Plan is about, but potentially in this case that might be a worthwhile exception to consider if the 
applicant would. I think that might be a possibility if that works. But I am supportive of the use 
of this on the PRB2 zoned property.  
Chairman Lloyd: So, the setback comment notwithstanding, I definitely think it would be a 
welcome use of the property. That piece of ground has been sitting there for a long time. It 
would be nice to see something happen to it. I do think, though, just to maybe re-make Sean’s 
point, that if we’re going to ask them to look at something like changing the setback, we’re 
going to have to have a motion for a continuance. I don’t think that that’s going to get solved 
here this evening. Am I interrupting your comment correctly, Sean?  
Mr. Pendley: That’s what staff would recommend. That’s something, again, not only to see 
what the applicant would be willing to consider, but I know that this plan as proposed is what 
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works for their development. Staff did not recommend any additional stipulations, so yes, if 
there were a request for any additional changes to the site plan, staff would ask for the Board 
to provide reasons for why the revised plan would be necessary and what is the reasoning for 
consistency with the Stilwell Plan, the Golden Criteria, or other factors.  
Ms. Rast: I think with the neighborhood meeting and the fact that Mr. Gnau had talked to Coach 
Town and he actually agreed that there could be something workable, there was a lot of interest 
to move it back and to keep it consistent with the way the rest of Metcalf Avenue looks, it seems 
like that should be enough to suffice.  
Mr. Pendley: Again, as long as there are reasons provided for why specifically…I guess staff 
would just want to know clear direction. If that is the Board’s recommendation, to re-evaluate 
that and to consider changing the plan, we just need to get direction from you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I think since I brought the topic up, I think when we look at the setbacks of 
the other buildings on that road, to keep the characteristic down Metcalf, I would be looking at 
the Aubry Animal Clinic, NAPA Auto Parts, potentially the fire station – but the fire station is 
more of an example of parking that has happened in front of the building that was an exception 
to the Community Plan related here, so if the fire station has parking in front, this building 
potentially, it could be argued that a row of parking in the front, not a Price Chopper or Stanley, 
151st Metcalf parking lot in front of it, but I think that would give right to do that, but if I think that 
aligned to the setback with Aubry and NAPA, I think that would be potentially more acceptable 
by the community.  
Mr. Pendley: Staff will note the applicant, I think, did want to address any additional changes 
to the plan. That was more of a request. That may be something worth asking the applicant 
while the hearing is still open, to consider that just as part of your evaluation.  
Mr. Heaven: Mr. Chairman and members of the Board, there’s a lot more than goes into this 
than just, “Let’s move it 20 feet.” Probably $50,000 to study, and loss of time. Time is really 
more important to us than money right now. We have a loan commitment that will expire if we 
take a continuance. We have people relying on us to move this project forward. I mean it with 
all due respect, but trying to design this on the fly may sound good, but it can’t be done. It 
would take at least a month to move the building. Although our contractor did say just a moment 
ago, he could move the building 20 feet to the west without additional engineering if staff and 
this Board would agree to go forward tonight. Again, time is worth more than money. We’re 
talking about losing part of the baseball season with the delay.  
Mr. Wingert: We’re talking about a facility, sir, that’s going to be here for a long time. Time is 
really what we’re talking about tonight, with all due respect.  
Mr. Heaven: Oh, I understand. I’m just stating our position, that it costs money, believe me.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay. I think the Board understands that.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Is that 20 feet without parking in the front? 
Mr. Heaven: We could put parking in front with the 20 feet.  
Mr. Heaven: That’s two sides with a drive-through. Two ten-footers. The church is all for that. 
We just have to have complete circulation around the building. We can’t move it all the way to 
the back.  
Chairman Lloyd: I’m going to kind of re-up here with what Sean said. I don’t think, if we want 
to move the building, I think we’re going to have to let them at least get – it doesn’t have to be 
fully designed. Get a new sketch into Sean. They’re going to have to have some direction from 
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us to research the setbacks and the other properties if we want to line this up. So, if we feel 
wholeheartedly that we want to move it, then we’re going to have to get a motion for a 
continuance. Or, we’re going to have to, when we make some kind of recommendation as a 
Board, do it without the staff’s recommendation.  
Mr. Klingensmith: So we can’t just recommend for a row of parking in the front, move it back 
20 feet?  
Chairman Lloyd: I’m saying if you do that, you lose the staff’s recommendation.  
Mr. Pendley: Certainly, the Board can make recommendation for whatever they is appropriate. 
We would just want the reasons provided for why it’s necessary to make those changes. And 
then just know that a requirement that this goes forward to the Board with any recommended 
changes, the Board will look at this and want to know if this was fully reviewed by the Zoning 
Board and if they considered all plans at the hearing. In a way, if there’s changes to the plan, 
that’s not true. You didn’t see that. It’s very likely that the Board of County Commissioners may 
remand this back. If there are any additional changes or considerations or things that they feel 
were not fully addressed or needed to be further reviewed, they may remand this back to the 
Zoning Board. It’s another thing to consider. Again, staff would just recommend that if there 
are changes, recommendations to the development that would require a change of the building 
location or setbacks, or parking, we would recommend continuing to this to allow time to review 
those changes or the reason for why that would be necessary.  
Mr. Klingensmith: How far is this one set back? Do you know?  
Mr. Pendley: The proposed setback? 
Mr. Klingensmith: As it’s listed.  
Mr. Pendley: It’s 105 feet.  
Mr. Klingensmith: From center?  
Mr. Pendley: It is 109 feet from the center line of Metcalf to the front of the building.   
Unidentified Speaker:  Right now the right-of-way is 30 feet. The future right-of-way is 60 feet, 
and we’ve got 10 feet and then we have space for a 25-foot wide circulation drive, plus the 
sidewalk.  
Mr. Pendley: The setbacks that are required, what we’re looking at building setbacks, but within 
that 109 feet from the center line of Metcalf, it is the drive area and additional right-of-way.  
Mr. Klingensmith: In front of that. What we were looking at is that seems like a setback that 
exists on the other properties, roughly.  
Mr. Wingert: Where is the current building in relation to where the Smokehouse is?  
Mr. Pendley: The question is the current, how does it compare with the setbacks of the existing 
vacant restaurant? It’s set back further –  
Mr. Wingert: It’s set back further from the road?  
Mr. Pendley: Yes. Do we know the existing setback? Just looking at it without the exact 
dimensions, it looks like it’s at least about 30 feet further setback than the…the proposed is at 
least 30 feet back from where the existing building is.  
Mr. Klingensmith: And the building height is 25 feet tall?  
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Mr. Pendley: That is correct. If there are additional other requests for changes, staff would just 
note that those changes, if the applicant is agreeable to that, it is something you could certainly 
recommend as a stipulation. Just know that we would request to see that, and it’s going to be 
difficult for us to fully answer that if we move forward with this, with those stipulations. It will be 
difficult to note all of that when we go forward to the Board, so these are just things that –  
Mr. Klingensmith: If it’s set back further than the Smokehouse – and I’ll ask the others onboard, 
too – I believe when you consider the Smokehouse relative to the Aubry Animal Clinic and 
NAPA, those are pretty consistent in alignment, and if this is set back further than that, then I 
think the setbacks as they are listed would seem like they would be adequate.  
Ms. Coleman: I would think so, too. I was thinking it was going to be in front of the 
Smokehouse.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I was, in my mind, thinking that we were in front of the Smokehouse and 
much closer.  
Ms. Coleman: Are we guessing at this, or are we 100 percent sure of that?  
[crosstalk] 
Mr. Wingert: Can you bring up an aerial on that?  
Ms. Coleman: The structures are listed on one of these pages.  
Chairman Lloyd:  It showed the image. It showed the outline of the existing buildings 
somewhere.  
Ms. Coleman: It looks about halfway back onto –  
Chairman Lloyd: Says the guy who left his packet at the office.  
Mr. Pendley: This image here on this plan shows, this graphic here shows the proposed layout 
of the building in relation to the existing aerial. That shows the existing building and how much 
closer it is than [inaudible].  
Mr. Klingensmith: Where is the existing building? Sorry.  
Mr. Wingert: We can’t hear you.  
[crosstalk] 
Mr. Pendley: If you look at this graphic here, in the far lower right corner is the outline of the 
existing building footprint for the vacant restaurant building. That is approximately 25 to 30 feet 
closer than the proposed building. I’m sorry, I don’t have the dimensions on here, but that does 
show the footprint of the existing building in relation to the proposed building.  
Mr. Klingensmith: So it’s sitting further north and really starting at the back of that building, 
essentially.  
Mr. Pendley: Correct.  
Mr. Wingert: Does the future widening take out the green space? Then they’ve got a metal 
building in the street.  
Chairman Lloyd: I think what we’re discussing is if it’s there and the line is roughly with the 
other buildings, then we’re going to have the same problem with the other buildings down the 
road.  
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Mr. Wingert: The ones to the north are further back. Office buildings are further back, the new 
ones to the north. He has parking in front.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I have to say, I’m kind of inclined to go with it as…One, I still stand that this 
is a good use for this zoned property. I think we need to be sensitive to ensure that the tree 
line and the screening to the south property is properly done and is consistent with what we’ve 
done. Seeing that that’s set back further than the Smokehouse and having a better perspective 
on that, then I’m not as inclined to need to look at where is the Aubry Animal Clinic and NAPA, 
because I know the area and I know where that building sits relative to that.  
Chairman Lloyd: I think also, maybe a better topic for discussion for another time by another 
body. Were the setbacks right to begin down that stretch of road? They designed to the criteria. 
And they’re not asking for a variance. They have designed to the criteria. I think it’s a good use 
of the ground. I think it’s a great project and they’ve designed to criteria, so I’m prepared to 
support it.  
Mr. Wingert: Can I ask one question, Mr. Chairman. It says in the letter from the  individual 
representing the church that “since we look at the expansive east elevation, we highly suggest 
larger vertical windows on the second level, spaced out in a uniform manner. The small 
residential windows have [inaudible] appearance. But in size, the owner agrees with this also.” 
Has that been incorporated? I know that the individual said that, but has that actually been…is 
that in there somewhere?  
Mr. Pendley: There are no changes recommended to the windows on the development plan 
as a result of that recommendation. That was something, again, that could be considered.  
Mr. Wingert: Could Coach come back up? The letter I’m sure you’ve seen from the group 
representing the church, it asks for some changes on the windows, I think on the second level. 
Is that a reasonable thing? 
Mr. Town: Yes.  
Mr. Wingert: And you’ve agreed to that?  
Mr. Town: Yes. I initially wanted bigger windows in there anyway, to bring in more daylight, 
natural light. We didn’t really talk about dimensions. We just talked about having bigger 
windows. I’m fully fine with that.  
Mr. Wingert: Would you agree to meet with the individuals here and discuss your new game 
plan with them, even if we didn’t stipulate it?  
Mr. Town: Yes, I would. I’d also discuss that with my design team to see how that all is going 
to work out with the structural integrity of it. That’s beyond my pay grade.  
Mr. Wingert: Right. Okay, thank you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I do think that this is a good use for the property, and I think you bring up a 
very good point. They did design to the guidelines that exist, and that when you look at widening 
Metcalf for the setbacks, that’s a different topic. Does that need to go into play from a staff or 
county perspective? But from what we have in front of us, for us to be able to make a decision, 
we have to kind of go with what’s in the books today.  
Mr. Wingert: I support the project, Mr. Chairman. I think it’s a good thing for the community. I 
think a lot of people benefit from it. I think the owners and the applicant has tried to be 
considerate of  a number of different factors, with the neighbors and different things and clearly 
not everyone got what they wanted, but it seems like that the applicant is trying to make some 
considerations. I think it is a tremendous mission that they have, and I support it.  
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Mr. Klingensmith: If I could ask a question of staff. The sound reduction materials that we 
closely reviewed in that last one, are those the same materials and structure that are being 
used in this one?  Because I know we looked at that deeply before.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes, the sound, the insulated metal panels did have sound abatement qualities 
are the same as what was proposed at the other building.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay, thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Ali, I’m seeing your hand up, but typically you get one time section to speak, 
so –  
Mr. Fathollahi: I just want to make one comment if I can, okay? 
Chairman Lloyd: Make it brief, please.  
Mr. Fathollahi: Yes, sir. I have not yet signed the 30 feet of right-of-way giving to the County. 
I’m to a point of…I was prepared to give up 30 feet, almost half an acre of my property after 30 
years of ownership. All I ask is to make sure that I am separated from this commercial property, 
and I would like to have a privacy fence. If they are not willing to put a privacy fence between 
us, I am withdrawing my land split. I will not donate the 30 feet, and I’m just going to sit back 
and, I guess, take it, because I don’t have a choice. But remember, I moved here 30 years 
ago. They’re moving here now. And there’s residential touching commercial, 1292 feet of it. No 
barbed wire fencing. I can show you pictures, and the trees that are there are on my property, 
not on their property, so if I decide to cut down my trees, then they have no separation, so I’d 
like to demand a six-foot privacy fence if they would like to continue with this. The noise I can’t 
help, but at least I can keep the trespassers out. Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Dennis, what are your thoughts?  
Mr. Bollin: Well, I think it’s a very good project. The kids need some guidance and training. I 
would like to see the building  back 20 feet, but due to circumstances it might be impossible. 
As far as the privacy fence, that would be a good option, but I’m not going vote against the 
project just because of a privacy fence. I think we need to go ahead and proceed with this as 
a Board and go with whatever the Board decides to do.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay, thanks, Dennis. Emily, what do you think?  
Ms. Coleman: I think that the property design has tried to address the points that were put 
before them. I think that there is potential to amicably address any contentions between the 
proposed property and the property owner to the south. I’d definitely like to see that effort made. 
But beyond that, I think that this sounds fantastic.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Any thoughts, Kelley? 
Ms. Rast: I echo everything that’s already been said. I agree.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I would like to see the building set back, but I think when you look at the 
parameters of the zoning and the setbacks, everything that they have done has met the 
standards of the County, so I’d be hesitant to say…Now that I understand more on where it’s 
sitting, I’m hesitant to say that we’re in a position to change the rules of setbacks that they’ve 
designed to. I wouldn’t say I would be opposed to taking a look at all the setbacks that need to 
happen in the future, but that’s a different meeting. But I think that for what they’re doing, it’s 
what the guidelines we’re given right now are.  
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Chairman Lloyd: I have a question for staff. Just in general terms of order of business. If this 
were to get approved and work its way through a final building permit, if in their analysis later, 
the design team’s analysis later, they chose to move the building back 20 feet, and chose to 
put in a privacy fence, though neither of those things are stipulated, those would be something 
that would ultimately get reviewed at permit time. Plan review and permit.  
Mr. Pendley: That is correct. That is a great question. That’s something that what we would 
recommend if there were any changes to the building, especially something like the building 
location or additional parking area or something like that, it would have to be approved with the 
resolution for the Conditional Use Permit. Some of those things may be permitted without a 
Conditional Use Permit. If they are just by right, they follow all the Regulations and they meet 
that, but something that’s specific to the development with the Conditional Use Permit, the 
development plan, this plan is an exhibit that will be approved with the resolution, the site plan, 
so any changes to that, if they are substantial, would require review and approval by the Board. 
So, it’s something that would have to be approved prior to BOCC approval. Any change to that 
then may require it to come back for review of the CUP, so we definitely want to get it 
addressed, any changes that are planned should be addressed with the CUP.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay.  
Mr. Wingert: Sean, with the proposed motion tonight, we’d have to read these from this 
document, right?  
Mr. Pendley: Yes, the additional stipulation staff recommended and any other changes would 
be noted with the motion.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I would like to include a recommendation number 8. I know we’ve outlined 
that all outdoor-mounted lighting shall be shielded and the narrative, but I also want to add in 
there that it’s consistent. I’m looking for the document name. Consistent with the Stilwell 
guidelines for lighting that was adopted, but I don’t know the name of the official document, so 
I’m trying to look for it real quick. But just add that, all outdoor lighted mounting on the building 
shall be in compliance with the Stilwell standards, whatever the document is I’m going to find, 
and then the rest of the narrative.  
Mr. Pendley: Staff is going to look for that.  
Ms. Wicklund: It’s just part of the Rural Comprehensive Plan, Part 5, the Blue Valley Plan, and 
then the Stilwell Community that’s part of the Blue Valley Plan. There is lighting –  
Mr. Klingensmith: Is that that one-page lighting document that’s in there? All right. I have that 
up over here.  
Mr. Wingert: Mr. Chairman, can I ask of staff with a property like this, what would be required 
of a privacy fence in terms of the height and makeup of a privacy fence? 
Mr. Pendley: Part of the screening requirements for PRB2 development adjacent to a 
residential development, there are requirements for screening, and actually perimeter 
screening. Wherever there is a commercial development adjacent to a residential district, “a 
minimum solid screening with at least a six-foot height, or equivalent landscape buffer may be 
required as part of the development plan approval. Such screening shall be provided and 
maintained in locations depicted in the approved development plan.” So in this case, there is 
a screening proposed. It’s six-foot tall deciduous and evergreen trees that screen the south 
property. No new fence is proposed with the development.  
Mr. Wingert: How many total trees did we have in that?  
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Mr. Pendley: There is the existing fencing that’s on the adjacent RUR property, but the total 
number of trees, we can count – 31 new deciduous and evergreen trees are proposed on the 
south property line, which is south of the parking area.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: [inaudible] is  working on the motion.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Any further discussion?  
Chairman Lloyd: No. I’d like to see somebody make a motion.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Do I need to read this, not enter it into record?  
Mr. Wingert: Mr. Chairman, can I ask the Board their thoughts on a privacy fence on the south 
property line, that the current screening goes for the building, but we have a baseball field that 
is going in, and we have an opportunity here to add that. Any thoughts on that?  
Chairman Lloyd: My thoughts are it’s not required, but good advice is always given. They say 
good fences make good neighbors, but I don’t think adding extra burden of more cost when 
they tried to design to the criteria already. That’s my personal opinion.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I think the adequate tree screening and what was kind of required to do the 
screening – and I appreciate the comment of wanting a privacy fence, but I don’t think when 
you look at the guidelines and look at our guidance we can’t really say, “Hey, you’ve got to put 
a fence in,” but I think we need to say, “You need to put screening,” which they’ve represented 
that they adequately have done.  
Chairman Lloyd: And I would add to that, as part of the CUP, I think the staff will check 
landscaping and make sure it’s maintained and alive, right?  
Mr. Pendley: Right.  
Ms. Coleman: If the concern is access to the pond or marsh area and not southern property, 
I’d just like to point out that there’s quite a bit of residential lots further south that directly abut 
to that property as well, so one fence on the southern end of the subject property obviously 
isn’t going to completely prevent people accessing that space. There’s still risk.  
Chairman Lloyd: Good point.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Any further discussion?  
Chairman Lloyd: None from me.  
Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by, Ms. Coleman, to approve Application No. SE 21-
137-CUP (AU) with the recommendations and stipulations by staff to include a revision to 
recommendation number eight on page 14 of the staff report to indicate there will be no pole-
mounted light fixtures on the property. All outdoor lighting mounted on the building shall be in 
complete compliance with the Stilwell Outdoor Lighting Guidelines and shall be fully shielded, 
directed downward, be a warm white in color, filtered to remove blue light emissions as written; 
including the stipulations, number 21, that the outdoor field shall not be available for public 
rental. The fields will be used by teams for Advanced Baseball Academy and other teams 
invited by the owner. As host the owner may charge fees for invited teams to use the fields as 
part of their rotation to play the Academy teams. Stipulation 22 added to read, Advanced 
Baseball Academy may conduct camps for players outside the program are invited to 
participate, not more than 75 participants at a time shall be allowed outdoors during the camps. 
Stipulation number 23 to include at least four additional evergreen trees with minimum height 
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of six feet shall be provided along the east property line to provide additional screening for the 
building and the parking area.   

The motion passed unanimously.  

Chairman Lloyd: Okay, so this is going to be sent on up with a recommendation for Conditional 
Use Permit  to the County Commission when?  
Mr. Pendley: This case will go before the Board of County Commissioners on August 12th at 
9:30 a.m., in this room, and the meeting will be in-person.  
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS 
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR  
VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
IX.   OLD BUSINESS 
Mr. Klingensmith: Where are we on the planning for looking at the zoning criteria and what’s 
included in the different zoning categories that can be addressed or taken a look at? I know that 
evaluation process was occurring in the next period of time.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes. Staff has been working with a consultant, Wright and Smith, on the Zoning 
Regulations audit. Staff has worked with the consultant on that. That was something that the 
consultant just provided an update to that preliminary  report. They are working on the final report, 
so once staff receives that update on the audit of all the items that need to be addressed, that’s 
when we’ll be giving individual updates to the Zoning Regulations. It’s something that staff is still 
reviewing in connection with a consultant who is helping us identify those areas. The entire Zoning 
Regulations [inaudible]. In addition, permitted uses is one. The consultant has provided some 
initial recommendations for our use matrix that would be open to updated land uses, and what 
would be appropriate for zoning. So those would all require an update to the Zoning Regulations. 
So staff is looking at that. We will be bringing that forward to the Planning Commission. We have 
not identified a date at this time, but that would require an update to the Zoning Regulations and 
something that will hopefully be scheduled sometime this year.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Is that a document that would take a look at the setbacks as well? A 
comprehensive approach?  
Mr. Pendley: If there were changes recommended for setbacks, yes. That would all be as part of 
the Zoning Regulations. It would probably be worth checking that, but yes, minimum infrastructure 
requirements, all of that is included, so it kind of goes hand-in-hand. Yes, sometimes we 
[inaudible]  
Chairman Lloyd: Yeah, I don’t know what the vehicle is to get that reviewed and maybe a little bit 
more of official guidance or the way that you guys review things now, if that’s not part of the 
analysis, but in that kind of an area where there is some older residential, some newer commercial 
and some older commercial. That comparison within  a certain distance. It’s probably good 
information this week, so this evening.  
Mr. Leipzig: Mr. Chairman, if I may say just a couple words. I just wanted to mention, just 
concurring with what Sean had just mentioned about having an audit done of our current 
Subdivision Regulations to help identify the problem areas. That is one of the problem areas we 
do need to look at. That being said, the purpose of that audit was to identify how we could triage 
some of the problems. In other words, know which ones we need to attack first.. and then our 
goal is to have the request for qualifications for the consultant for the two airport plans, have that 
sent out by the end of the year of 2021 and start that process in 2022. So it’s forthcoming, and 
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that will be part of that process as we work through it. But I do know there are some problems 
there in terms of the setbacks and older buildings’ land uses, and reconciling those with the new 
uses together so it looks consistent.  
Chairman Lloyd: Great. That’s good news. Thank you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Does that also include the idea of fast tracking Conditional Use Permits when 
the building has been there for 30 years, but none of the neighbors like it, and we’re going to 
renew it for ten years to avoid the expense of the landowner and the resources of staff to do 
something that’s kind of a given.  
Mr. Leipzig: Yes, Commissioner. That is something that was on our list of items and needs that 
we had reviewed before, so that is still on that list, too, looking at that. Terms of Conditional Use 
Permits, also looking at variation on some setbacks in some of the other zoning districts as well 
is part of that overall analysis, too.  
Chairman Lloyd: I had just a comment. I thought that this was handled well. I think the staff report 
specifically on the baseball thing was good. I like the time that we spent to discuss it, as opposed 
to just people keeping their thoughts to themselves and just voting when you’re not sure why 
you’re voting that way, or somebody else may not. So, I think it was a pretty long case, but I think 
it went pretty well, so I appreciate that.  
I had one other little thing I just wanted to get in the record. I kind of loosely attach this to the 
Stilwell Community report, so a little bit of unofficial discussion before the meeting started. We 
lost a main guy. They chose to move on and retire. We lost a good business owner down there 
in Stilwell. He sold his business at Stilwell Station, Brian Forman.  He’s been there for like –  
Mr. Klingensmith: Eighteen years.  
Chairman Lloyd: Eighteen years, and I mean, he has supported a lot of things in development  
down there, so I just wanted to get that read in.  
Mr. Klingensmith: And we were able to honor him as the Grand Marshal in the Stilwell Community 
Parade this Fourth of July.  
Chairman Lloyd: Perfect. Okay.  
Mr. Wingert: One final thing, a question, I guess. When we were looking at the Final Plat tonight 
for the one property and when we’re reviewing Final Plats, what are the criteria for Final Plats not 
being approved, or how does that work?  
Mr. Pendley: Meaning it was done at a different time from the Preliminary  Plat, like is there a time 
period where it expires? Is that the question?  
Mr. Wingert: What’s the actual purpose of us reviewing the Final Plat that was on the 20-some 
lots?  
Mr. Klingensmith: With nothing changed.  
Mr. Pendley: Normally a case like that, the Preliminary  Plat and the Final Plat would be 
considered together. To be honest, I’m not sure why they separated that out in terms of timing. 
The ultimate development will have additional phases. I don’t recall why they separated out the 
final plat. They may have been working through some engineering for the infrastructure 
requirements that are not necessarily a part of the plat, but it can be at a different time. It doesn’t 
have to be at the same time. But yeah, that often happens where an applicant or a plat will just 
be identical to the preliminary. The difference is that the final plat that will spell out all of the 
dedicated easements and right-of-way. It’s a little bit more specific, more dimensions provided, 
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but being there was no change I think it was that there was no change in terms of lot area or the 
street width, but they’ve got some additional tract language and more details for the dedication 
and right-of-way, so there are more details provided, but there’s no changes [inaudible]. That’s 
typical.  
Mr. Wingert: But they still require a vote up and down? 
Mr. Pendley: Correct. There are specific regulations, and that’s also consistent with State statutes. 
They have to be approved by the Board for a final plat.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Anything else?  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Ms. Coleman, seconded by Mr. Bollin, for adjournment.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, 8:58 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned.  

 

 


