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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Johnson County Administration Building 

111 South Cherry Street 
Olathe, Kansas 

 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, August 4, 2021 
6:30 P.M. 

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:35 p.m. on Wednesday, August 4, 2021, and was called to order by John Loyd, Chairman, 
with the following members present and participating, to-wit, Andrew Ramos, Kelley Rast, Fred 
Wingert, Kenneth Klingensmith, Dennis Bollin and Emily Coleman. Also in attendance were Sean 
Pendley, Sherry Cross, Michelle Leininger, Karen Miller and Diane Wicklund, Planning 
Department.  
 
II.  AGENDA ITEMS 

A. Add, Delete, Revise and Approve the Agenda [none]  
           B.  Disclosure of conflicts of interest [none]  

C.  Disclosure of external contacts/discussions [none]  
 
III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chairman Loyd: We’ll move on to the approval of the minutes from the July 7, 2021, meeting.  
Motion by Mr. Bollin, seconded by Mr. Klingensmith, to approve the minutes from the July 7, 2021, 
Zoning Board meeting.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

 
IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Loyd: Board of County Commissioners actions?  
Mr. Pendley: Good evening. I will just note that on July 1st the BOCC approved three applications 
that came before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board on June 2nd. Those cases were the 
Preliminary and Final Development Plan for 15901 Riggs Road for a privacy fence; a Final Plat 
for 16155 and 16135 Canterbury Road, River Ridge West, 8th Plat; and a Final Plat for 
Stonehaven at Loch Lloyd. All of those cases were approved by the BOCC on July 1st.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Planning Commission actions?  
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Mr. Pendley: I will note that the Planning Commission did not meet in July. However, there will be 
a meeting next Tuesday to discuss a few items. One is the amendments to the Comprehensive 
Plan and Zoning Regulations for utility-scale solar facilities. Staff has been working for a few 
months now. Karen Miller can tell you all about that. She has worked very hard on these updated 
regulations. We’ll be presenting the first review of the full draft regulations to the Planning 
Commission next week. We will also have a discussion on the Annual Solid Waste Management 
Plan review. There will be a public hearing also scheduled on September 28th for the draft solar 
regulations. You’ll be hearing more about that probably in the Planning Commission meeting next 
week.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Sean. Stilwell Community Plan?  
Mr. Klingensmith: In regard to the signage at 179th and Metcalf that was taken out by an auto 
accident, it will be replaced within the next three weeks and be re-installed.  
 
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD  
Chairman Lloyd: Before we start, Sean, do you have anything before we head down the agenda?  
Mr. Pendley: Nothing to add to the agenda. Just note that at the end I will discuss general updates 
for voting boards. We are prepared to hand out information on the Kansas Open Meetings Act 
information and we’ll discuss procedures and meeting requirements. We’ll talk about that at the 
end of the agenda. Nothing more to add.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay, thank you. Before we get going, I want to remind everybody, we’re back 
from the Zoom, and this is a different room for us to meet. We had trouble with the recording, so 
if you’re going to speak, you need to speak at the podium. You need to make sure that you speak 
in the microphone for everybody, not just Board members and staff and everybody else. Make 
sure that you repeat your name every time before you speak. If you’re in the gallery and you have 
a question or a comment and you’re not the speaker, you’re going to have to step up to the podium 
to ask your question or make your comment, because we have to get it recorded so we can get it 
into the minutes.  
       Continued from the July7, 2021 meeting  

A.  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 
Phelps Engineering, Inc., applicant, and Charles K. Morse, landowner, requesting 
Rezoning from RLD, Residential Low Density District, to RUR, Rural District, and 
Preliminary and Final Plat for 2 residential lots on 19.2 acres, in Section 36, 
Township 14, Range 23. 

Ms. Wicklund: I would like to enter the staff report dated June 30th and revised staff report dated 
July 28, 2021, into the record. I’ve got some graphics here, and I’ll go through a summary of the 
staff report. The subject property is located south of 183rd Street, along the west side of Ridgeview 
Road. Here’s an aerial view of the property. Here is another picture of the nearby area. The 
applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property from its current RLD, Residential Low 
Density District to RD, Rural District, and to reconfigure the two existing parcels and subdivide it 
into two, 10-acre lots, which will be nominal lot size, to be known as Bluestem Meadows. Here’s 
a copy of the final plat. The proposed lots will take direct access to Ridgeview Road. There’s 
already an existing home on what will be the south property. You can see there in the blue squares 
the subject property. There is an existing driveway to that house, so the applicants propose to 
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continue to use one driveway entrance, and it will be used as a shared driveway entrance now. 
Proposed Lot 1 will be vacant, and the proposed Lot 2 has the existing home on it.  
The primary reason for the rezoning request is a couple items. The Zoning and Subdivision 
Regulations prohibit direct access from residential zoned lots to access the arterial street, but lots 
are allowed direct access to the arterial in the Rural zoning district. Also, it helps with the depth 
to width ration requirement. Also, to note, this reconfiguration and re-platting also allows the west 
parcel, the current parcel, to now have street frontage instead of being land-locked, so that is a 
positive as well.  
We reviewed the minimum infrastructure for the Rural Zoning District, and the proposed plat does 
meet all of the minimum infrastructure requirements. We move on to review the rezoning request. 
I’ll go through that fairly quickly. The requested Rural zoning and uses allowed in the district would 
be consistent with the Residential and Rural zoning districts and the very low density Residential 
and Agricultural uses of the nearby properties. Here is the zoning map, and the subject property 
is outlined in blue. You can see that there is a lot of rural zoning that surrounds the property, so it 
will blend in with the neighborhood and the zoning. The rural zoning and uses allowed would be 
compatible with the character of the neighborhood. In addition, the surrounding parcels have rural 
zoning and are allowed the same uses that the subject property would have when it’s rezoned.  
In terms of the Comprehensive Plan, this is in the Urban Fringe Policy Area, close by both the city 
of Spring Hill and the city of Olathe. The City of Spring Hill responded and stated that they have 
no concerns with the application. The comments from the City of Olathe are attached in the staff 
report. Basically, Olathe didn’t have any comments, other than maybe wanting to reach out to the 
applicant to talk to them about potential annexation, but that’s something separate from our 
analysis.  
Staff is recommending approval of the rezoning and Preliminary and Final Plat for this two-lot plat 
to be known as Bluestem Meadows. There are several stipulations that you can see on page 9, 
10 and 11, in addition to those reasons for recommending approval of the rezoning. For the 
Board’s reference there is also a suggested motion on page 12 of the staff report. I think I’ll stop 
there. If you have questions, I can answer those.  
Ms. Coleman: Why was the lot divided in that manner originally if it’s land-locked?  
Ms. Wicklund: I did some research, and it was in that configuration…You can kind of see that 
dotted line in the middle, so I think that’s what you’re referencing. Actually, here’s a good image 
as well. The subject property is outlined in blue. It’s actually two ten-acre tracts. Those tracts were 
in that configuration, that same shape and size, prior to March of 1982, which is the date our 
Regulations of what we call a lot of record, or legal parcel. So those were created like that before 
March of 1982, a long time ago. That’s just how they were created. There weren’t a lot of specific 
zoning regulations back then. And then the reason for the rezoning, when I went back and looked 
in that staff report, it was actually the landowner applied for a rezoning to build a church facility, 
but obviously that church was never built. Some interesting history with the property, but now the 
applicants are wanting to reconfigure so they have street frontage and to be able to build a new 
home on that north lot.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Can you elaborate on the access easement and the driveway situation? Could 
you just clarify that for me?  
Ms. Wicklund: Sure. If we go back up here. Here’s kind of zoomed-in image, so you see the 
existing home here where my mouse is, and then here’s the existing driveway. A new house could 
go on this Lot 1, obviously, so the idea is that they will just use this one driveway for access, and 
then they can put in a new driveway once they get on this property, and that driveway can go to 
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this new home, so there will be no new driveway entrances onto Ridgeview Road. This will just 
be a shared driveway, and then the final plat shows an access easement. They will have to do a 
shared access easement document that they will also record when they record the plat. That 
instrument is what provides legal access through Lot 2 over to Lot 1 to the new house.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Thank you.  
Mr. Bollin: I can give you some history on that. Back in the late 80’s, there was a big flood in the 
area, and the County wound up paying for several houses along that flood plain. That’s the reason 
why there’s no construction in that area. They don’t want that driveway built…They’re making 
them move that driveway because of the flood plain, and also that’s the reason why it’s a shared 
driveway because there was a major flood in that area, and up there in that blue area there were 
three or four houses that the County wound up buying because of the flood plain area. There’s a 
logical reason why they don’t want anybody to build there, and they have to have a shared 
driveway to get back to this lot the way it’s configured.  
Ms. Wicklund: Thank you. That’s good information and also an additional reason to have that 
shared driveway, because of the flood plain that you can see. Thank you for sharing that.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any more questions for staff from the Board?  
Mr. Wingert: So, the new easement is actually going to move the driveway, correct? Because on 
the aerial, it shows that the driveway now is on the corner of the flood plain, but it looks like, on 
the second page of our exhibit, the easement is actually being moved out of the flood plain it looks 
like.  
Ms. Wicklund: My understanding is that the existing driveway is not moving, but rather there will 
just be an easement shown on Lot 2, so that that’s where a driveway would be, and it gives Lot 1 
legal access to be on Lot 2.  
Mr. Wingert: Got it, thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: It’s time now that we hear from the applicant. Phelps Engineering and/or Charles 
Morse.  
Scott Confer, Phelps Engineering, 1270 North Winchester, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before the 
Zoning Board and made the following comments:  

Mr. Confer: We are the engineers and surveyors representing the owners, Charles and Lynette 
Morse. We have under much consideration analyzed the conditions of the staff report, and they 
are ready to accept them and move forward to the next approval process. I would be happy to 
answer any questions that you might have, or they could also answer questions if you have any.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you. Board members, any questions for the applicant? [none] Okay, thank 
you. We’ve reached the public comment portion of this case. Anybody wishing to speak, make 
sure that you speak into the microphone and that you provide your name and address for the 
record. The comments are limited to three minutes. [no public speakers] All right. I don’t think we 
have anybody else to speak. Further questions for staff or the applicant? Okay, we will close the 
public comment period. Discussion of the application by the Zoning Board. Anybody have 
anything? [none] All right, do we have a motion?  
Motion by Mr. Ramos, seconded by Mr. Bollin, to approve Application No. SE 21-114 and SE 21-
115, Rezoning and Preliminary Plat.  

Motion carried unanimously.  

Chairman Lloyd: That will be pushed up to the BOCC when?  
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Ms. Wicklund: This will be scheduled to go to the BOCC on September 9th at 9:30 a.m. If in person 
it will be in this room, but maybe just encourage people a few days before September 9th to check 
the BOCC website and see whether we’re on Zoom or in person.  
Chairman Lloyd: Diane, that brings me back to a point I had forgotten to make at the beginning of 
the meeting. We’ve all seen the news and we know that some businesses and governments are 
re-assessing their social distancing and masking restrictions and policies. That’s pretty fluid. I 
think there will be another Commissioners meeting before our next meeting, so we’ll have to stand 
by and see how that works for the Board members. For those of you out there in the public, masks 
are optional now, but there are some available, I believe, outside and downstairs, if you didn’t see 
those when you came in. All right, back to the agenda.  
 B.  Application No. SE 21-142-CUP (AU) – Conditional Use Permit – 20096 Briar 

Street  
Ryan and Kortney Bevins, applicant/landowners, requesting a Conditional Use Permit 
for an Oversized Accessory Building, on 4 acres, on property zoned PRUR, Planned 
Rural District, in Section 9, Township 15, Range 25 

Ms. Miller: Thank you. Here is a vicinity map of the subject property. It is generally at 199th Street 
and Nall Ave. This is Mulberry Estates Subdivision. This is Briar Street. The proposal is to 
construct a new 2,500-square-foot building where an 1,800-square-foot enclosed building is 
allowed, so that is approximately 750 square foot over what is allowed. The other proposal is to 
have a 700-square-foot covered porch that is open-sided along with the building, so that would 
exceed what is allowed by about 400 square feet. The subdivision is zoned PRUR, so the overall 
density is at least ten acres, but the lot sizes can start at four acres. This particular parcel is four 
acres.  
On the site currently is a single family dwelling and a pool. The proposal is to build this building 
with its open covered porch for personal storage and also for use of the porch as a shaded patio 
area with the existing pool. It will be constructed with gray metal siding that will coordinate with 
the existing dark gray house. The reason for the oversized building request is so that they can 
use the building concurrently with both the storage and family recreation. They want to have a 
basketball goal and some other things inside.  
Staff recommends approval of this application generally for the reason that it adheres to the typical 
proposed pattern in the neighborhood. I’ll show you a map in a little bit of existing accessory 
buildings that exceed or are the same square footage as this proposal; that the building design is 
enhanced by a covered porch and building color that coordinates with the existing house; that 
there is very dense existing tree lines to the north and west of the property; and the house also 
screens the proposed building from the road. Also, there are very large setbacks from the property 
to the closest homes.  
Here is a closer view of the property. Here is the existing home. The pool is approximately here, 
and this is the approximate location of the proposed building. As you can see, the closest home 
is about 250 feet away, and then there are other homes that are 325 and 450. Also, the building 
will be built about 75 feet from the north property line. Just one note. I had a call from a neighbor 
who lives adjacent to this property concerned about possible stormwater runoff. I had our 
stormwater engineer take a close look at the property. He looked at the topography and the aerials 
and such, and it is his general opinion that any runoff from the house and the proposed building 
won’t go completely on any one property, but it will be distributed and that runoff from other 
buildings contribute as much or more to the particular property, so this proposal will not add a 
significant amount of runoff to the other properties. I mentioned that to the applicant, and also 
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talked with the landowner, so there is an opportunity for cooperation and coordination with 
addressing the stormwater on both properties. I just wanted to make a note of that.  
The next diagram I’ll show you is the location of similar buildings in the area. Here is the 
applicant’s residence and the proposed property. There are equally large or larger buildings on 
this particular parcel to the north, to the northeast and also to the south. So, there are other very 
similar buildings, some of them metal buildings that have a very similar configuration.  
Here is the site plan that, if approved, will be part of the development plan. Our stipulation and 
requirement is that the applicant build the particular building in this location. This will be the 
elevation of the particular building, and this will also be attached to the approval, so the building, 
if allowed to be built, would follow these elevations. The particular stipulations that staff 
recommends include, as I mentioned, being built to the development plan, the elevations, the site 
plan and also that there shall not be any commercial activity in the building.  
That leads me to the second call that I got. I received a call from somebody in the next subdivision 
to the east, so quite a bit aways, but she was concerned about what would be going on in the 
building. When I explained that it was for personal storage and for recreation and that they couldn’t 
have a business, then this person didn’t have any further questions, and she was satisfied. Those 
were the only two contacts I’ve had from neighbors regarding this. We also recommend a 
stipulation of ten years. There’s a motion for approval on page 13 of the staff report if any Zoning 
Board member would care to use that. Thank you.   
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Karen. Questions for staff from the Zoning Board?  
Ms. Coleman: Do the other oversized structures in the area all have similar conditions, as far as 
commercial use and things like that?  
Ms. Miller: No. These were allowed by right on the property because there’s varying lot sizes. In 
this subdivision this is four acres. There is a particular formula that says they can only have the 
1,800 square feet of enclosed, but these other buildings, they’re located on bigger buildings, and 
they can be allowed by right, so there’s no CUPs.  
Chairman Lloyd: I think maybe the second part of her question was, Karen, a normal accessory 
structure you can’t have a business in whether it has a CUP for oversized or not.  
Ms. Miller: Oh, that’s a very good question. Yes. We have home occupation standards. Yes, you 
can in general have a business in just an accessory building. It’s allowed by right if it meets those 
standards. Some things are that you can’t have any retail out of it, you can’t create any more than 
a certain number of trips per day, you can’t dispatch from the site, you can’t have your employees 
show up and leave their cars, you can’t have outside storage. We have a list of home occupations 
that are allowed and not allowed. Generally, yes, these others could have some kind of 
commercial activity.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thanks, Karen. Any other questions from the Board for staff? [none] Okay, the 
applicant?  
Ryan Bevins, 20096 Briar Street, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following 
comments:  

Mr. Bevins: I’m the homeowner with my wife Kortney. Thank you, Karen. Just to add to what she 
said. The personal storage is for a boat. We have a golf cart and a mower, so right now…Like 
this winter we had the boat outside and our trailer outside in the yard, which doesn’t look great. 
It’s not a really nice boat. And then additionally, we only use one garage right now, because we 
have our mower and golf cart and other things in there. That’s the need for the storage space. 
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Just with that, I wanted to add enough size to have enough for a three-point line and a basketball. 
I coach my daughters in basketball and my son, and it’s so hard to get gym space, so it just came 
into this, the minimal size to have at least that amount of space for basketball and then get the 
other items in there. The covered patio, as Karen mentioned, is just there’s no shade in our 
backyard. My mom, in her mid-70’s, comes over to watch the kids, you can’t sit outside with them. 
There’s no shade, so we just extended that to have a little patio furniture and provide a shaded 
area for the backyard. Karen alluded to that we’ve talked to all of the immediate neighbors that 
can see the building, and they are all completely onboard. They didn’t know that…They were like, 
“Why didn’t you just build it? Why are you going through this?” I said, “Well, this is what I was told 
I have to do,” but they are all completely supportive. Their buildings, two of them are bigger. They 
can hardly even see it where it’s going to be located. I’m happy to answer any questions. I don’t 
know what all you want to hear, but that’s kind of the highlights of the project.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Ryan. Any questions? [none] All right. Thank you.  
Mr. Bevins: Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Do we have anybody wishing to make any other public comments regarding this 
application? [none] Zoning Board, any other questions?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I just wanted to clarify that when we look at the recommendations, number four, 
about the outdoor lighting, I just want to reference that we ensure that this is in compliance with 
the Stilwell lighting guidelines as it relates to design, decorative lighting, hours of operation, 
illumination levels and height. So, to append recommendation number four, just to draw a refence 
to that.  
Ms. Miller: And to follow the Stilwell lighting guidelines?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Yes, please. The outdoor lighting guidelines.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any other questions from the Zoning Board? Okay, we’re going to close the 
public comments. Discussion?  
Ms. Coleman: I think it sounds very reasonable.  
Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by Mr. Ramos, to approve a Conditional Use Permit to 
allow for the Oversized Accessory Structure on the subject property for the reasons and subject 
to the stipulations recommended by staff to include on recommendation number four, that the 
outdoor lighting will comply with the Stilwell outdoor lighting guidelines as well.   

The motion carried unanimously.  

Ms. Miller: This will appear before the Board of County Commissioners on Thursday, September 
9th. It will either be in person or Zoom, and please check several days before the meeting to 
determine. The location is this hearing room at 111 South Cherry Street, Olathe, Kansas, at 9:30 
a.m. 
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Karen.  
 C. Application No. SE 21-143-FP (AU) – Final Plat - Replat – 7800 W. 207th Street 

Joseph Effertz, applicant, and Stonegate Motorplaza Condominium Association, 
landowner, requesting a Final Plat (Replat) for 2 tracts, on 5.6 acres, on property zoned 
PEC3, Planned Light Industrial Park District.  

Ms. Wicklund: I would like to enter in the staff report dated July 28, 2021, into the record. This is 
a Final Plat application for a property located at 7800 West 207th Street. You can see on the 
screen an aerial view of the subject property. This is the HP Motorplaza project business here at 
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69 Highway and 207th Street. Currently, there are two existing condominium buildings, as you can 
see for private car garages. It’s on about 5.6 acres. The applicant proposes to subdivide Tract A 
of the Stonegate Motorplaza plat into two tracts, Tract C and Tract D. This is a good graphic. Here 
is the recorded plat, and in the yellow highlighted area is Tract A. All this replat is doing is dividing 
Tract A into two tracts, Tract C and Tract D. It would be known as Stonegate Motorplaza, 4th Plat. 
There are no proposed improvements or new lots being created with this plat. The purpose of the 
subdivision of these two tracts is to create a separate tract for the access drives and the circle 
parking area, as you can see here on the aerial, and then a separate tract for common space 
areas around that first building. This is a copy of the new replat showing Tracts C and D there, 
and then here is a clean copy of the plat showing the two tracts. Again, the proposed Tracts C 
and D will not be for development purposes and will only be used for the common space areas 
and for access drives.  
In regard to minimum infrastructure requirements for this existing development, they were 
reviewed at the time of the rezoning and platting and development plan applications for this 
development. So, the existing infrastructure adequately serves this development and the two 
buildings. Just another piece you’ll see on page four, when there is a replat, we look at compliance 
with the approved preliminary plat versus the final plat that’s being proposed. This plat was 
recorded in July of 2015. Staff concludes that the proposed replat is in compliance with that 
approved plat from 2015. However, the Zoning Regulations state that the Zoning Board can make 
a determination if there is any major deviation from the proposed final plat from the approved plat, 
so you’ll see on page five where Planning staff’s recommendation is that there is no major 
deviation from the proposed plat.  
This plat is consistent with the approved plat for a couple reasons. One, the replat is not creating 
any new development lots. And it is only being divided for purposes of establishing the common 
space areas and access drives and is not increasing the density of the development. The Zoning 
Board, if you want, you can use those reasons on page five for your determination and you can 
maybe state or incorporate that as part of your motion if you want. Really, this is a pretty basic 
replat, so staff is recommending approval just with a few stipulations that are listed on page five. 
One stipulation of which is that these tracts shall not be development tracts, and then another 
stipulation is that they will have to update their HOA documents to reflect this change, and that’s 
fine. There is also a recommended motion for the Board’s reference on page six. I think I’ll stop 
there. If you have questions. 
Ms. Rast: Since I’m new to this whole Stonegate thing, I wasn’t privy to the other stuff, so I do 
have a few questions. Forgive me if I go back on some things. Just some clarification. Can you 
tell me where the septic is for the condos? I’m assuming there is septic?  
Ms. Wicklund: My guess is that they probably have holding tanks, the buildings have holding 
tanks. Is that correct, not septic? Yeah. So, a holding tank is different than a septic system and 
the lateral lines, so these two buildings would have a holding tank.  
Ms. Rast: My main concern was that it’s to going to get separated out. It will stay with each parcel 
since the condominiums are now on two different…? Everything’s kind of separate. I just wanted 
to make sure the septic or the holding tanks stay within the tracks. Okay. My second question, on 
recommendation under 1b you say under the Execution paragraph, “Year shall be changed to 
2021.” Can you explain that a little further? What’s the reference to 2021?  
Ms. Wicklund: Sure. Let me zoom in here a little bit. Just on the replat that will be signed and 
recorded if it’s approved, we just review the plat notes, and there was an older date on there, so 
we were just referencing that it needed to be updated to the year 2021.  
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Ms. Rast: Okay, got it. Then one more question. On 4, it says, “If there’s a homeowner’s 
association.” Is there a homeowner’s association? Do we know that?  
Ms. Wicklund: There is.  
Ms. Rast: Okay, so then my confusion was, at the beginning of this it says that this is a Planned 
Light Industrial Park District. So, if it’s an industrial use, but yet we have a homeowner’s 
association, and how does that work from the tax structure. I know from a tax structure; those are 
two different things. Is this residential, or is this industrial?  
Ms. Wicklund: The property has PEC-3, Industrial Zoning. It’s a Light Industrial Zoning District. It 
is not a residential use. I’m not sure if I can speak to how the Appraiser’s Office would assign a 
taxing district.  
Ms. Rast: Well, it’s just when you think of a homeowner’s association, you think of residential, so 
I put that with residential, but yet we’re talking about an Industrial property zone, so that’s just 
conflict, or maybe just lack of my knowledge being on the Zoning Board, but if we could get 
clarification on that, that would be great.  
Ms. Wicklund: It may be that the applicant can talk about that a little bit more when we get to that 
point.  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll just note, too. I think, as Diane mentioned, it’s probably more appropriate for the 
applicant to speak to that, but I will say oftentimes an applicant on a non-residential development 
will refer to a homeowner’s association even when, in effect, it’s really a business association, is 
probably more formally what it is, but that’s often an interchangeable term. But we can have the 
applicant specify what type of association they have for the maintenance of their tracts.  
Ms. Rast: Okay, and is the Planning Department aware of what they pay as tax basis? Is it 
residential, or is it industrial?  
Mr. Pendley: No, I don’t believe we have records of that.  
Ms. Wicklund: I don’t know.  
Mr. Pendley: [Inaudible] the Appraiser’s Office is the only thing we would have knowledge of.  
Ms. Rast: Okay. That’s it for right now. Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any more questions for staff? 
Mr. Wingert: This was originally part of a Conditional Use Permit, correct?  
Ms. Wicklund: This is separate. This plat is separate from the Conditional Use Permit if you’re 
referring to the CUP for the test track. This plat is separate from that. This is just really just platting 
the land and would be separate from that CUP for the test tract if that’s what you’re asking.  
Mr. Wingert: So, there wasn’t a Conditional Use Permit for this part of the development?  
Ms. Wicklund: I think that car condo buildings, I do believe they do also have a Conditional Use 
Permit, just for the use.  
Mr. Pendley Yes. I think that is correct. I do believe that the original development for Stonegate 
Motorplaza did also have a Conditional Use Permit for the condominiums. This would not change 
that. This replat is just for the purposes of dividing the common tract, so it would have no effect 
on the Conditional Use Permit. I believe that’s correct. I think there’s a Conditional Use Permit 
that covered the condominiums and then a Conditional Use Permit and a separate amendment 
for another Conditional Use Permit for the test track. Those are all separate.  



 
 

Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board 10 August 4, 2021 

Mr. Wingert: Okay.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Diane, can you remind me, the purpose for splitting Tracts C and D is just to 
separate the common area?  
Ms. Wicklund: That’s correct and to separate out the circle drive area.  
Mr. Klingensmith: And the purpose for that?  
Ms. Wicklund: To separate them out, I believe, for maintenance and kind of administrative 
purposes. I think the applicant can maybe expand on that as well.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: All right, we’re ready to hear from the applicant, please.  
Judd Claussen, Phelps Engineering, 1270 North Winchester, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before 
the Zoning Board and made the following comments:  
Mr. Claussen: I’m a civil engineer, land surveyor for this project, appearing on behalf of HP 
Motorplaza, LLC to my right. This is Joseph Effertz, owner of that LLC and developer of this 
project. Diane just summarized it beautifully. Really, the purpose here is just to subdivide that 
tract into two parcels. What we’re really trying to accomplish is the condominium – this is a 
condominium association, by the way, not an HOA. These are condo owners out here. Each of 
those little squares that you see inside the building envelope, there’s a powder blue envelope 
around the building, but then there’s also white squares in there, those are the individual 
condominium units. These are condo owners. These are all divided up, so you can own one of 
those squares, and then you have the assets of the common area around it that goes around it 
that goes along with it, much like if you had a residential condominium. You own your unit, plus 
all of the common elements, like the hallways and the parking lot and things like that that go with 
it.  
We wanted to establish, you see how this property here has a much bigger common area around 
it that includes the circle, the checkerboard area in the middle, the drive asset. They desire to 
maintain and only maintain just the area around their building, just like the building to the left is. If 
you were to click on that building and show that, that’s a much smaller area, which the footprint 
is around it, and Joe desires to maintain the assets of that and own the assets of the main parcel. 
So, hindsight being what it is, 20/20, had we done this back then we wouldn’t be right now, so 
we’d like to have that split off so that main parking lot area and that drive can be separated away 
from the parking lot area around the main part of the condo. I think there were a few other 
questions. I’d be happy to try to answer those. Joe is here with me as well. We also agree with 
the stipulations and ask for your favorable vote tonight.  
[Inaudible, off mic] 
Mr. Claussen: I’m not sure how each of the tax…if it’s residential. I don’t think it’s assessed as 
residential, so it would have to be on the commercial tax basis.  
Ms. Rast: But we don’t clearly know that? You’re assuming?  
Mr. Claussen: I don’t know that for sure.  
Ms. Rast: Okay, I’m just clarifying.  
Mr. Claussen: And typically, you’re assessed on the value of your improvement, much like your 
own home, assessed on the value of your unit, plus the association land around it, so this land 
being split off like this will go back into the HP Motorplaza, LLC ownership, so it will be assessed 
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separately from the common area around the condominium project, but I’m sure the Appraiser’s 
Office can add more detail.  
Ms. Rast: But the entire thing is considered Light Industrial Zoning? Like the condominiums, the 
racetrack? The entire project?  
Mr. Claussen: It’s all PEC-3 zoning.  
Ms. Rast: Okay.  
Ms. Coleman: I just want to make sure that I understand that people are not living in these, they’re 
just storing their cars.  
Mr. Claussen:  Right. It’s a very nice garage condominium. It’s a lifestyle, so people with the same 
type of interests as Joe, they get together and they have cars, and they enjoy them and the 
camaraderie that goes along with that. That’s what this is. This application is just strictly to split 
off the lot.  
Ms. Coleman: So, the condominium owners would maintain their specific squares and then you, 
sir, Mr. Effertz, would maintain the larger parcel? 
Mr. Claussen: Yes, so the condominium squares there inside the building aren’t even part of this 
application. We are not proposing to change the condominium units at all. It’s like a donut hole 
inside of what we’re trying to actually separate, which is the common area around the building 
away from the driveway and the parking lot, which is to the south. 
Ms. Coleman: So, the land that’s outside of the condominium parking lot is maintained by the 
units? Or is that maintained by –  
Mr. Claussen: It would be by Joe.  
Ms. Coleman:  Okay, so that’s not changing at all.  
Mr. Claussen: No.  
Ms. Coleman: No more questions. Thank you.  
Mr. Wingert: I have some questions for the applicant. So, it was previously High Performance 
Motor Plaza, and now it’s Stonegate? Why did the name change? I would like the applicant to 
answer, please. Thank you.  
Joe Effertz, [no address given] appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following 
comments:  

Mr. Effertz: Can you repeat the question? I’m hard of hearing, so that’s why I had brought him up 
here, is to help me.  
Mr. Wingert: Originally, the CUP was asked for by the High Performance Motor Plaza. Is that 
right? The original zoning was by the High Performance Motor Plaza?  
Mr. Effertz: The legal entity for Stonegate is High Performance Motor Plaza, and then 
subsequently changed the name to Stonegate to be in line with a similar project in Chicago, which 
is called Irongate, just for marketing purposes, to be similar. Instead of being High Performance, 
just change the name. Stonegate is like dba for HP Motor Plaza. Nobody really knows what HP 
Motor Plaza is because we don’t use that.  
Mr. Wingert: And what is the property in Chicago that you’re referring to? What is that property?  
Mr. Effertz: It’s called Irongate Motorplaza, and it’s the same exact kind of project.  
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Mr. Wingert: Is it condominiums, or is it a racetrack?  
Mr. Effertz: No, there’s no racetrack. It’s just private garages, just like this.  
Mr. Wingert: So, the HP Motor Plaza, who actually owns HP Motor Plaza?  
Mr. Effertz: I do.  
Mr. Wingert: You’re the sole owner, or do you have partners?  
Mr. Effertz: I’m the sole owner.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay. The previous questions that we had. Do you know how the condo units are 
actually taxed?  
Mr. Effertz: The way I understand it is if they put in a bathroom and a kitchenette, then it is taxed 
as residential, because that’s the use. It’s more residential. Everything that I have is taxed 
commercial.  
Mr. Wingert: So, the individual condos are actually taxed as residences, but no on lives there?  
Mr. Effertz: Once I sell them, if they build them out like a condominium, then they are taxed 
residential, but they have to be inspected as such.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay.  
Mr. Effertz: I might add that really the circle was an expensive piece to put in. It’s kind of when I 
was in the architecture business, this is kind of like an elaborate entryway, and it should have 
originally been platted where the building was separate from this like the other building is. The 
garage owners in that one building didn’t pay for that circle and that property. They didn’t buy it. 
They didn’t pay to have it put in, and they don’t want to pay to maintain it. So, it’s really just kind 
of making it where it’s easier for me to take care of it than to have to have them have it like this.  
Mr. Wingert: The earlier question about the sewage, where is the sewage on those properties?  
Mr. Effertz: Say again?  
Mr. Wingert: Where is the sewage? There was a sewage tank somewhere?  
Mr. Effertz: The holding tanks are on the north side of the building, so opposite of the circle. 
They’re actually in the next two plats.  
Ms. Rast: So, they’re not in the same?  
Mr. Effertz: The holding tanks are designed for four buildings, so they’re past these two buildings.  
Mr. Wingert: So, the sewage for these two buildings are on an adjacent property?  
Mr. Effertz: The holding tanks that these drain to drain downhill into the next plat, because those 
holding tanks are designed for four buildings, or twice what is constructed today. So, it has nothing 
to do with the circle.  
Mr. Wingert: How many total condos were you planning on this parcel that would be accessed by 
the easement that we’re talking about?  
Mr. Effertz: How many total condos what?  
Mr. Wingert: How many total condos are you planning on this project?  
Mr. Effertz: It’s earmarked, if we built them all out, it would be 160. There’s 24 right now. But the 
holding tanks are only designed for, essentially, about 50. So, as you got farther down the deal, 
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if we ever get there, you would have to build more holding tanks for future phases to the north. 
But again, that has nothing to do with the circle.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Ms. Rast: I want to go back to the holding tank, and this may be a Planning question, too. To me 
it seems that that could be a dicey situation that your holding tanks are on a different plat, or a 
different tract than the actual property where it originates from.  
Mr. Effertz: I can’t hear what you’re saying, but the homes association, the HOA, takes care of all 
the holding tanks. I don’t have anything to do with them.  
Ms. Rast: That’s not what I’m asking, for you to take care of it. Maybe this is a Planning question 
or an Engineering questions, but we basically have holding tanks on a different tract, on a different 
plat than where the origination comes from. That sounds to me like that could potentially be a 
problem when it’s on different platted properties. Is it not?  
Mr. Effertz: If you build more buildings that are going to go in the same holding tank, it’s the same 
HOA.  
Ms. Rast: I’m not talking about the HOA.  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll just note that all of this development is part of a larger Preliminary and Final 
Development Plan, including the entire Stonegate property that Mr. Effertz referenced. At that 
time when the Final Development Plan came for the structures, and the building permits were 
approved the holding tanks were approved as part of that permit. Environmental and Johnson 
County Health and Environment look at details for that. That’s not unusual for that to be shared, 
if it’s a part of an approved overall larger final development plan. I don’t think they would have 
considered there to be any risk with that. That’s something that only the Environmental Division 
could answer specifically but I know that that was approved as part of the Final Development Plan 
and as part of the building permit for those first two condo buildings.  
Ms. Rast: I’m just looking at like the homeowner’s association, if there’s an issue and then it’s on 
a different plat and that gives them wiggle room to…Anyway, I think this is really difficult for me, 
just because I am not aware and privy to everything that’s transpired up until today, and then just 
to be making…It looks very straightforward, as far as drawing a line and separating these two out, 
but it also is interesting. It’s straightforward, but also, I don’t really see as much of the purpose of 
it, but I’m not privy to everything that’s taken place before. I don’t have any information from what 
the entire thing was, what was originally asked. I don’t have any of that information. It was not 
given to me, so to kind of come in two-thirds of the way on something completely separate and 
new, I just get little nervous making a decision that I don’t have a thorough understanding of the 
entire project.  
Mr. Effertz: I would invite anybody to come out at any time, and I can show you around the whole 
project. But the one thing I can tell you about the circle is that when we re-paved, did the topcoat 
over all of the asphalt, the HOA didn’t want to pay for the circle.  
Ms. Rast: Well, yeah. That’s why [inaudible, crosstalk]  
Mr. Effertz: They really don’t own it. They didn’t pay for it. They didn’t buy it with their deal, and 
the line should have been separate for that building just like it is for the other building, when we 
started this, but it was just something that was overlooked.  
Ms. Rast: Got it. Okay.  
Mr. Wingert: Sean, on this project, since the inception in 2015, have there been any violations of 
the CUP? 
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Mr. Pendley: To my knowledge, there are no violations of the CUP or development plan for the 
condominium property. There have been zoning violations on the test track property which the 
owner has worked through and resolved, for grading and land disturbance of the test track 
property. But to my knowledge, I am not aware of any violations from the condominiums.  
Mr. Wingert: So, the test track, is that not part of the HP Motor Plaza?  
Mr. Effertz: No, it’s completely separate.  
Mr. Wingert: The racetrack is completely separate?  
Mr. Effertz: Yes.  
Mr. Pendley: That is a separate plat, yes. There were separate development plans for the 
condominium property and the test track property.  
Mr. Wingert: Weren’t they all requested by HP Motor Plaza as part of…in 2015? Were there two 
or three different CUPs?  
Mr. Pendley: There were separate applications. From what I understand – I was not here at that 
time – but from what I understand they were all approved together as one application, but since 
that time there have been separate applications for each since the original development plan for 
the overall property.  
Mr. Wingert: Separate applications?  
Mr. Pendley: Separate Conditional Use Permit and Development Plans for the test track property 
and the condominium property.  
Mr. Wingert: So, they were changed?  
Mr. Pendley: We would probably have to go back and check the specific details for each, but to 
my knowledge, there were separate development plans and Conditional Use Permits for the 
condominium and the test track property, but they were related.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay.  
Mr. Effertz: The test track property was never owned by HP Motorplaza. That has nothing to do 
with the circle or the condominiums.  
Mr. Wingert: I guess the confusion I have, weren’t the three CUPs originally in 2015 all requested 
by HP Motorplaza? Were they requested by a different entity, or were all three requested by the 
same entity?  
Mr. Effertz: They were all requested by me. The track property was owned by me as a farmer, as 
agricultural property. Not HP Motorplaza. HP Motorplaza has only been the circle and these 
garages. That’s it.  
Mr. Wingert: Okay, thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Do we have any other questions for staff or the applicants? [none] Okay, we kind 
of skipped over the public comments, because we dove right into the questions. Is there anybody 
here in the public that would like to make any comments? Thank you, gentlemen.  
Ms. Rast: I just have one other comment and I don’t know if anybody can answer the question, 
because it does go back to the taxing. This is just my ignorance of not knowing it as well, but if 
the whole thing is zoned Light Industrial, but then you can put in a bathroom and change your tax 
structure, does it not have to match what you’re zoned at? You can be something else and pay a 
different tax structure? Do you know the answer to that?  
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Mr. Pendley: I do not know if there’s any relation to the tax structure in anything regarding the 
plat. This replat process is a matter of –  
Ms. Rast: No, zoning. If something is zoned a certain way, you can have a different…Like if it’s 
zoned Light Industrial Use, shouldn’t it be taxed as light industrial use? Or it can be taxed 
residential, or it can be taxed some this and some that?  
Mr. Pendley: That would be a question for the Appraiser’s Office. I do not know the answer to 
that.  
Ms. Miller: In general, the taxes are appraised for the actual use on the property, versus the zoning 
district, which gives you a collection of uses that can occur. If my memory serves me, I think it’s 
perhaps even a stipulation that there cannot be a dwelling inside the condominiums.  
Mr. Wingert: Yes, I think that’s the concern, because if you look on the County website, the 
property class is Residential, R, so I think that I would agree with Kelly’s concern that it’s been 
zoned one way, but it looks like it’s a different use, and now we’re going back with another change. 
So, I would have some concerns about this as well.  
Mr. Pendley: I will note, if there is any question regarding the use of the property, I believe that 
that would have to be handled as a separate matter as potentially some kind of a zoning 
compliance or something regarding the zoning. I don’t think that that can in any way affect the 
replat. This replat will not do anything to change the use, so I don’t think that we can add anything 
or question anything regarding the plat itself. This is something we may need to check with the 
Appraiser’s Office in terms of how that’s handled in terms of use. And that may be a separate 
matter that we have to check from a compliance and enforcement standpoint. That’s another 
question, unfortunately, for Legal comments regarding that. But just my thoughts initially. On the 
plat, for the purposes of subdivision of the land, so it’s really not, as the applicant stated, I don’t 
think they’re doing anything that would affect those existing condominiums. Those will stay as 
they are. They’re already platted as condominiums. How they’re used would be the zoning 
question. The matter for the Board tonight is the replat of the contract? Tract A.  
Mr. Wingert: I think the relevance is we’re talking about a homeowner condo association and that 
gets to how they’re being used, which I think is what we’re talking about. If the idea is we’re going 
to replat these because the condo or the homeowner’s association or the condo association, I 
think the use and the way they’re classified is pretty important. We’re also talking about how you 
get access to these as well.  
Ms. Miller: As a planner reviewing building permits for those individual condos, I can tell you that 
all of the building permits I have received for those, I have checked it to make sure that there was 
not a residence in there. If there were the elements of a dwelling, I would not, as a planner 
reviewing the building permit, approved the building permit.  
Mr. Wingert: I think that’s probably where the concern came up, is they’re classified in the tax 
structure in this county as a residential. I just brought it up. So why are they being taxed as 
residential when it’s an Industrial zoning, and it’s a commercial activity?  
Ms. Miller: That’s an Appraiser’s question, but the planners when they review the building permit, 
they make sure that there is not dwelling inside of those condos.  
Ms. Wicklund: Chairman, just to add, the applicant was just sharing with me that the condominium 
association restrictions also state that you can’t have a dwelling in the condo units.  
Mr. Effertz: The HOA rules and regulations don’t allow anybody to live there. So, nobody has ever 
lived there. To be honest with you, for the majority of the time, there is nobody there.  
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Mr. Wingert: Would you agree that we might want to look at how they’re being…It shouldn’t be 
residential then, right? They should be more like a sporting facility or something like that. The way 
that they’re taxed.  
Mr. Effertz: I can’t hear anything you’re saying, but –  
Mr. Wingert: I’m saying in the way that they’re taxed, they’re taxed right now as a residential 
property, so like his house and my house are being taxed a certain way by the County. These are 
being taxed as a residence. You’re saying no one lives there.  
Mr. Effertz: It’s like a lake house. People come there on the weekends. You’re not living there. It’s 
just kind of a getaway. When I’ve talked to people in Planning, there’s nothing else like this. So 
when I talked to people in Planning – and again, I invite any and all of you to come out – it looks 
like a nice garage, is what it looks like. It’s more of a residential use. We’re not running businesses 
out of there. It’s just kind of a hangout just like you would go to the lake and enjoy your lake house 
for the weekend, that’s exactly what this is like.  
Mr. Wingert: But a lake house is where people live. This is a garage where people go and do 
things with their cars.  
Mr. Effertz: Well, you can live in a lake house. You cannot live here. Because that’s the way we 
designed it.  
Mr. Wingert: Right, okay. Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay, we’re going to close the public comments now, so discussion amongst 
the Board?  
Ms. Rast: I just kind of wished that we had gotten, as a Board member – and I get this is just a 
one thing – but a lot of these CUPs, they grow, they change along the years and it’s hard to keep 
up with and then when you have new Board members. So, this may be very innocent, very simple, 
straightforward, drawing a line across it with very good reason but there’s been a lot of speculation 
around different things. I just feel like we should have full information about the entire property, 
everything that’s taken place, what was first deemed, what it was first given, and be brought up 
to speed to today, so we can understand that, because we don’t want to make a decision that 
something happens…that we agree to that – at least me personally – and then later something 
else changes that was allowed to because of this decision tonight of allowing the plat reformation 
that we don’t know about that’s going to come down the pike. I don’t know. A lot of this is 
assumption, but I prefer not to be making decisions based off of a lot of unknowns. And we should 
really clearly know the back story of something like this that has had a lot of moving parts, a lot of 
name changes.  
Chairman Lloyd: We’ve got to remember to separate out the processes, because they’re not 
intwined at all, right? They’re all on the same piece of property, but one thing has nothing to do 
with the other. It doesn’t.  
Ms. Rast: That’s where some of the confusion has come in, though.  
Chairman Lloyd: We can ask the staff to explain, because –  
Ms. Rast: Okay then I still feel not confident not being able to vote on something like this.  
Chairman Lloyd: We’ve talked about zoning, which we’re not rezoning. We’ve talked about 
Conditional Use Permits, which we’re not doing anything to this evening. We’ve talked about 
taxes, which we have no control over –  
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Ms. Rast: But we have to admit, there’s been a lot of confusion around a lot of the things with this 
property. Is that not true? I mean, I live in Stilwell, so I do get on social media, and I’ve seen 
different stuff. And yes, I am keeping that out, but there is a lot of confusion about the stuff, and I 
don’t want to then do another piece. It seems like that’s what’s happening. There’s been one 
piece, one piece, but then when you put them all together, there’s some confusion that piece A 
and piece B aren’t equally piece 3. I don’t know that because I wasn’t involved upfront.  
Chairman Lloyd: I concur with what you’re saying, and there’s been a lot of discussion, and I think 
there’s been some changes in some Conditional Use Permits that may soon be coming back for 
more, which would be our opportunity to look at the history of the Conditional Use Permits and 
things that they might or might not be changing.  
Mr. Bollin: I’ve got a question. This is not a Conditional Use Permit.  
Chairman Lloyd: No. It’s a replat.  
Mr. Bollin: A replat, right. But everybody’s throwing out a CUP here.  
Chairman Lloyd: That’s what I’m saying. I’m saying the time to discuss the uses of the property is 
if another Conditional Use Permit comes around.  
Mr. Wingert: Mr. Chairman, the concern, I think, are the changes. We’ve had with this entire 
project, it’s changed, it’s morphed, it’s changed. I think the concern is one more change. I think 
that’s the topic, whether it’s CUP or zoning or original intent, I think that’s where the concern that 
I would, is one more change. 
Mr. Klingensmith: I purposely have remained quiet on this. I do agree with both Fred and Kelly 
and I plan to abstain my vote on this.  
Chairman Lloyd: So, perhaps we have several questions here. And some hesitancy. So perhaps 
maybe somebody might consider making a motion or consider a motion to continue this, so we 
could make specific requests of the staff to have some questions answered.  
Mr. Wingert: Mr. Chairman, I’m going to move that we do not approve the plat for the Board 
Application SE 21-143-FP (AU) for Final Plat to be known as Stonegate Plaza 4 for the reasons 
stipulations recommended. My reasons are I’ve got concerned about all the changes that have 
happened with this property. I think there are a number of things hanging out there, and those are 
my concerns.  
Motion by Mr. Wingert, seconded by Mr. Wingert, to deny approval of Application No. SE 21-143-
FP (AU), for Final Plat to be known as Stonegate Plaza 4, for the reasons and stipulations 
recommended. with the recommendations and stipulations as outlined in the staff report.  

Ms. Rast: I would second that, and then just because we’re new Board members – and I hear 
what the Chairman was saying – but we have to know a little bit more of the full information when 
it is a part of the bigger picture, too. That’s my opinion and we can discuss it further, but –  
Mr. Pendley: I want to make clear I understand, is the motion to not recommend approval, or is 
the motion to request a continuance to request additional information?  
Ms. Rast: I think it was not to approve.  
Mr. Wingert: Not to approve.  
Mr. Pendley: If there’s a motion to deny an application, there needs to be specific reasons given 
for why an application would be denied, based on the findings for the Golden Criteria, so that’s 
something that I don’t think we’ve really gotten into yet, but that will have to be a finding of the 
Board to make a recommendation for denial. So, if it’s just that there’s not enough information 
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that would be something that the opportunity that the applicant would have the opportunity to bring 
back additional information, or staff to bring back additional information, if there’s a request or a 
recommendation to deny, there needs to be specific reason given for why.  
Mr. Wingert: Mr. Chairman, I’ll withdraw my original motion.  
Motion by Mr. Wingert, seconded by Ms. Rast, for continuance of Application No. SE 21-143-FP 
(AU).  

The motion failed 3-0-4 by roll call vote, with Mr. Klingensmith, Chairman Loyd, Emily Coleman 
and Dennis Bollin abstaining.  
Mr. Pendley:  I don’t think that’s a majority of the Board, so that fails approval. I believe someone 
will have to entertain another motion. There has to be a positive for a continuance or denial or 
approval.  
Mr. Wingert: Could you repeat that? I’m sorry.  
Mr. Pendley: There would need to be a majority vote for the recommendation.  
Mr. Wingert: We had five out of seven, correct?  
Ms. Rast: The abstain just is neutral, meaning they’re just not doing anything, right? Is that how 
it’s being voted? 
Mr. Wingert: The vote wouldn’t count, right?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Abstain is no action.  
Ms. Rast: So, it doesn’t count.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s the confusion here. To abstain is to not vote, so I don’t know if we have a 
majority.  
Mr. Wingert: No, you do. You have five out of seven. The two abstentions would be basically like 
Belgium. They’re neutral. They have nothing to say.  
Chairman Lloyd: How many abstentions were there? 
[inaudible, multiple speakers] 
Mr. Pendley: You only have three votes in favor of continuance.  
Unidentified Speaker: Three out of three.  
Chairman Lloyd: It’s got to be  
Mr. Ramos: Real quick, to their point, I have to leave. I’m playing in a baseball league. To their 
point, if we get as close to a historical record on this property, I think that will satiate a lot of people, 
the questions they have. Because I’m the same. I see things, and I’m like well what is really 
happening? I think what you’re doing…I love America. Your business is fantastic. But I think if we 
can get from the Planning staff just a little more of the history, that would be great.  
Mr. Pendley: What I would request is another motion and another vote, so that we have a majority 
of the Board that recommends a continuance, rather than just abstaining from a vote.  
Chairman Lloyd: I agree. So, Fred do you want to restate your motion?  
Motion by Mr. Wingert, seconded by Ms. Rast, to have a continuance on Application No. 
Application No. SE 21-143-FP (AU) and a request for additional information on this project from 
2015, the original application, to August 2021. 
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The motion passed 7-1, with Mr. Bollin voting no. 

Ms. Wicklund: The next Zoning Board meeting is currently scheduled for September 1st. 
[inaudible]. I’ll just summarize real quick, some of the additional information maybe that the Zoning 
Board wants is more of a history of the whole project, the different Conditional Use Permits and 
then any changes that have been made during the years, and then maybe the applicant can try 
to get some more information on the taxing question and maybe they can share that. Is that it? 
Did I miss anything major that you’re wanting?  
Ms. Rast: No, I think that would be great. Thank you so much.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Ms. Wicklund: Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Okay. Thank you.  
[Andrew Ramos left the meeting] 

D. Application No. SE 21-144-PDP/FDP (AU) – Preliminary and Final Development 
Plan – 21078 Floyd Street and Application No. SE 21-145-CUP (AU) – Conditional 
Use Permit - 21078 Floyd Street 
Phelps Engineering, Inc., applicant, and EMCH Feed & Elevator Co., landowner, 
request a revised Preliminary Development Plan (Metcalf 211, Lots 13 & 14), and Final 
Development Plan and a Conditional Use Permit for outdoor storage on Lot 14, on 
property zoned PEC3, Planned Light Industrial Park District, on 3.1 acres/1.4 acres, in 
Section 18, Township 15, Range 25. 

Chairman Lloyd: Staff?  
Ms. Leininger: Good evening. This project includes actually three applications. One is a revised 
Preliminary Development Plan for Metcalf 211, specifically for Lots 13 and 14, and a Final 
Development Plan and Conditional Use Permit for outdoor storage on Lot 14. This visual shows 
the project location, which is along Metcalf between 207th and 215th Street. You can also see the 
proximity from the subject area and the County line, the State line and Highway 69. Here is an 
aerial of the subject property. You can see what’s developed, what’s not developed. There is good 
amount of land around. There’s the Metcalf 211, Phase 1, which is what you see along Floyd 
Street, and then there is some industrial also to the north, across the railroad tracks. Here is a 
zoning visual. As you can see, based on the use, there’s a lot more industrial zoned property in 
this area. It’s a great location for it. It’s along a railroad tracks, which you get the noise and visuals, 
and like I said, this is part of Phase 1 of the Metcalf 211 project.  
The original CUP was approved in 2002 and then renewed in 2005. Phase 1, which is the lots 
along Metcalf, has four lots, which is three projects developed. One of the projects takes up two 
lots that are developed. These platted lots, the minimum infrastructure was reviewed at the time 
of the preliminary and final plat in the original Preliminary Development Plan. Speaking of which, 
the top left corner picture is of Lot 13 and Lot 14 of the approved Preliminary Development Plan. 
You can see, the building orientation is towards the center of the properties, shared parking and 
one access drive. The proposed revised Preliminary Development Plan is at the bottom. They 
changed the building orientation to face north with the parking to the north of the buildings. 
Additionally, they got rid of the shared access for each property. We’ve been told this is more 
wanted for property owners.  
One of the stipulations approved with the Preliminary Development Plan states that no parking is 
to be located within the front area unless otherwise shown on the plans. This is a portion of the 
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original Preliminary Development Plan. I’ve highlighted in orange-yellow the building setbacks for 
each lot. As you can see, some of the lots have a small amount of parking identified within that 
front setback. Specifically, the stipulation says no parking unless otherwise shown in the plans in 
that front setback. So, the proposed changes, you can see the red box on the bottom right. It’s 
really only providing six parking stalls within that front setback. These are a little more unique, as 
they are at the end of a cul-de-sac, so the orientation in the front building line is significantly 
smaller, and it is also on the corner of the property. Staff does support this change in order to 
maintain the required parking for the site based on the updated site layout. Additionally, Lots 13 
and 14 did not previously identify outdoor storage. There are other lots in Phase 2 that have 
identified outdoor storage, if you note on the bottom left corner, Lot 20, the area to the south is 
outdoor storage. Then, one of the developed properties further north on this road is …there’s a 
landscaping company to the north that has had approved outdoor storage. Staff does support the 
change as long as the standards and stipulations are met for stacking height and a solid fence for 
that outdoor storage.  
Here’s a summary of the overall changes for the planned district. The top shows for Lots 13 and 
14 the approved Preliminary Development Plan shows a total of 18,000 square feet of building 
for those two lots, 74 parking stalls and the outdoor storage. The proposal is to change to 24,000 
square feet of building, 80 parking stalls, and then the addition of a little over 25,000 exterior 
storage. And then the overall PDP you can see the approved PDP has 120,000 square feet of 
building and the proposed with all of the changes of the other three Final Development Plans and 
the proposed changes, it’s actually a reduction in the building square footage and total parking. 
While the building square footage has decreased, that is consistent with the parking that you 
would need. There would be some additional impacts for the increase in outdoor storage, but staff 
feels that with the parking changes and reduction of building square footage, that it is something 
they we can support.  
On the Final Development Plan and the Conditional Use Permit for the outdoor storage, you can 
see, again, the building in more detail. It’s oriented to the north and then the parking lot in front of 
that. The front yard is actually a curve that mimics the property line along the street, so the building 
is not oriented towards that front yard as you would typically see. The outdoor storage is at the 
south part of the lot, outlined in red. Again, it’s hidden by the building. It’s proposed to be enclosed 
in a six-foot chain link fence with slats, and that meets the intent for the solid fencing. Their 
proposed landscaping on the outside of the fence, this all helps to screen.  
Speaking of the landscape plan, you can see all of the proposed landscaping around the site. 
There’s additional screening around what would be an electrical pedestal on the east side of the 
property, and then some additional proposed landscaping around the façade of the building both 
on the east and the north, just to soften some of the hardscape on the façade.  
Here are proposed elevations. I only included the elevations that I really wanted to highlight. The 
front elevation, which is what faces north, is what you’re going to see, along with the corner on 
the east elevation, which is on the bottom. The applicant has done a good job of using better 
materials, better accents on those views that you’re going to see from the street. They are 
proposing use of stucco veneer and stone pilasters, along with substantial door and front 
windows, and then there are some proposed windows along the top of the building. The bottom 
right picture is an example of what the color scheme would look like, the window layout and such. 
This building is slightly different than what’s proposed, but you get the general idea.  
Staff does recommend approval of the amendment to the approved Preliminary Development 
Plan for Metcalf 211, Lots 13 and 14, and approval of the Final Development Plan and Conditional 
Use Permit for the outdoor storage yard for Lot 14 with the stipulations outlined in the staff report. 
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There’s not recommended motion in the staff report, but this would be a good motion if you do so 
choose.  
Chairman Lloyd: All right. Great report. Thank you. Questions?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Is the landscaping on the south of the building property designed for shielding 
the outdoor area?  
Ms. Leininger: Part of it is required with the Preliminary Development Plan to provide green area, 
but it also paired with the fence. It helps to make a significant impact in screening that outdoor 
storage area.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Thank you.  
Mr. Wingert: We’re just talking about Lot 13 and 14, right?  
Ms. Leininger: Correct. The revised Preliminary Development Plan is for 13 and 14 only, and then 
the Final Development Plan and Conditional Use Permit is for Lot 14 only.  
Mr. Wingert: These properties that are highlighted up here, was there a reason they were 
highlighted?  
Ms. Leininger: Those have already been approved. They were highlighted just to show –  
Mr. Wingert: We’re not talking about those tonight, right?  
Ms. Leininger: No. Those have been outlined to show that those were already approved changes 
to the Preliminary Development Plan.  
Mr. Wingert: Right. Thank you.  
Chairman Lloyd: Other questions? All right. We’ll hear from the applicant, please.  
Judd Claussen, Phelps Engineering, 1270 North Winchester, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before 
the Zoning Board and made the following comments:  
Mr. Claussen: We serve as Civil Engineer and Surveyors for the project on behalf of the owner, 
EMCH Feed and Elevator Company. They own really all the undeveloped lots out here, and this 
was a project that Phelps Engineering was involved with a different developer back in the mid 
2000’s who put in these platted lots, put in this infrastructure, the detention, the water lines, all of 
that, in anticipation of it developing out. Of course, try as you may, it ended up going through a 
few landowners now, and a lot of years. We’ve got some activity here with someone who would 
like to do a building. We appreciate Michelle and Sean’s help in getting through the process here. 
Try as we may, sometimes we don’t always hit all the marks with the initial applicant, but Sean 
and Michelle have helped us through the process, and we’ve made some adjustments to the plan 
to make sure that this meets the County’s requirements for the PEC-3 zoning. We are not asking 
for any deviations or variances on this. I’m here to answer any questions you have on this. My 
client is also accepting of the stipulations that are presented in the staff report and I’ll open it up 
to questions.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you.  
Mr. Bollin: What’s the shaded areas on the parking lot there? I believe it’s the west end of the 
building.  
Mr. Claussen: Is it this map you’re looking at, sir? 
Mr. Bollin: Yes.  
Mr. Claussen: And which shaded areas?  
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Mr. Bollin: The far left side.  
Chairman Lloyd: Where the H is?  
Mr. Claussen: That’s a drive lane there. Is that what you’re referring to? There’s a drive lane –  
Mr. Bollin: There’s a diagonal line across there.  
Mr. Claussen: Oh, those are just crosshatched areas in the pavement, to provide a buffer there, 
so nobody parks there, just to try to keep you in your lane, in your parking space.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay. How wide a parking lot is that?  
Mr. Claussen: That parking lot is, there are 18-foot deep spaces, 25-foot-wide drive-by on 18-foot, 
so you’re at 63 feet. Is that right?  
Mr. Bollin: Okay. How many semis do you expect in there?  
Mr. Claussen: Very occasional. Not very often at all, but once in a while you may get a semi that 
has to deliver something, so we just wanted the ability to be able to pull in, circle around the 
building and back out. Obviously, no cars could be in the parking lot, but this is a very small 
business center here, so something like that could be possible, but it’s very, very rare.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, well I just wondered because a semi is going to have tough time pulling around 
that building.  
Mr. Wingert: I think that’s what he shows on the last map, right? 
Mr. Bollin: I know. But you’ve got a bunch of inexperienced semi drivers. I know because I drive 
a semi, so –  
Mr. Claussen: It’s not designed to be a high-production semi delivery area. You have to be good 
driver, probably like yourself, to be able to get back in there. But it is possible. We’ve run the 
simulations on it. That’s why we omitted a curved island in that location.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, well I’m just curious. If they’ve got to back up to those dock doors, he’s going to 
have to be a very good semi driver.  
Mr. Claussen: There is no dock door. They’re just overhead doors on the south side, so if there’s 
any unloading it would have to be done manually, or maybe be a forklift that’s there or something.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay.  
Mr. Wingert: What’s this area up here?  
Mr. Claussen: I can go back to this sheet, so you see where the subject properties are highlighted. 
Floyd Street and 210th Street were all built as part of the original development. At the north cul-
de-sac, the end of Floyd Street at the north end, the parcel at the very upper northeast corner 
there, up against the railroad tracks, that’s a detention parcel, so all of this drainage goes up to 
that existing detention parcel. This park was designed for a certain amount of impervious area, 
so what we’ve had to provide is, since this is a little more impervious area than what was planned 
for this lot, we have provided some onsite incremental detention and treatment on our property 
because, number one, it wasn’t planned for that sort of detaining the additional amount, but 
number two, since 2005, there have been stormwater quality requirements that have been 
adopted and implemented for the County as well as many other surrounding jurisdictions, so that 
goes to address that as well, to be compliant with the County’s ordinance requirements.  
Mr. Wingert: Thank you.  
Mr. Bollin: Are the any fire hydrants close by?  
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Mr. Claussen: The fire hydrants are out along the street. There is, I believe, one at the end of the 
street on the public cul-de-sac there. 
Chairman Lloyd: Any other questions? [none] Okay, any public comments? [none] Thank you. 
Mr. Claussen: Thank you, Commissioners. Appreciate your time tonight. 
Chairman Lloyd: Discussion amongst the Board members? What are your thoughts, Ken? 
Mr. Klingensmith: I think the property and the redesign is actually well done, and I’m supportive 
of the applicant. 
Chairman Lloyd: I kind of thought the same. I would be nice to see the rest of that built out back 
there. 
Mr. Wingert: I agree.  
Chairman Lloyd: Anybody want to make a motion?  
Motion by Ms. Rast, seconded by Ms. Coleman to recommend approval of the amendment to the 
approved Preliminary Development Plan for Metcalf 211, Lots 13 and 14, and approval of the 
Final Development Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the outdoor storage yard for Lot 14 with 
the stipulations outlined in the staff report. 

The motion passed unanimously.  

Chairman Lloyd: This will be recommended up to the County Commissioners when?  
Ms. Leininger: It will be at the BOCC meeting on September 9th, at 9:30 here in the Board room. 
Just remember to check the agenda for the Board meeting prior to attending to check to see 
whether it will be in person or on zoom.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: I wanted to note for the record that the vote was 6-0 for approval of the last 
application, since Mr. Ramos left the meeting early, to just note that for the record.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you, Sean.  
 
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS 
Chairman Lloyd: I guess one thing I might have under other business after the Auto Plaza, not 
part of the recommendation or request for continuance, but I think, Sean, we may need either 
procedural guidance or hopefully not legal guidance, but what we actually can consider when 
we’re considering a plat versus a zoning application, versus a CUP. It was my understanding that 
everything that the staff outlines in the report, that that is the criteria and that those criteria have 
to be either the basis for acceptance or rejection. Maybe get back in the binders and help us to 
understand.  
Ms. Rast: I agree with that. However, in this particular case, with Jay’s letter that came out, it 
appears there’s been confusion along the way in this particular case, so to keep adding layers…I 
mean, I totally agree in any other circumstance, but there are things with Jay’s letter that I read 
and I find contradictory to figure out, as far as the members versus owners, and it seems to be 
changed in different sentences. It’s more of the situation that we been brought in on something 
that’s been kind of continued. There’s already been some questions, some confusion, some 
issues. And I know nothing about it, other than reading Jay’s letter. I was a little bit confused from 
that. I know that Fred brought that up at one point, if there would be a time that we could discuss 
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that further, especially for the new members to kind of get caught up. But yeah, at some point we 
do have to stop the confusion, and we can’t keep adding stuff because it kind of seems like when 
something else was done in the past with this, there was confusion and people didn’t understand, 
and that’s where it’s got us to the point of where it is today.   
Mr. Pendley: I want to be careful. First of all, there are a couple things we need to note. One, 
there is a current appeal pending with the Board of Zoning Appeals for the test track property, 
which is adjacent to the property that we had the matter on this evening for Stonegate. We need 
to be careful not to co-mingle these applications, the information, and Legal will be very clear 
about that. So, I just wanted to note that. As some of the discussion came out tonight on this item 
that was on the agenda tonight, staff will provide some additional clarification as to the history of 
the applications and what is relevant in terms of the replat application. These items do need to be 
considered separately. We cannot reference the current pending application from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals for the test track property, so I wanted to be clear about that.  
Ms. Rast: I didn’t know they were separate. See, that’s one –  
Mr. Pendley: Those are absolutely separate. 
Ms. Rast: And I don’t know they’re separate because no one has –  
Mr. Pendley: And staff can certainly provide clarification in that as well. They are separate 
applications for the Board of Zoning Appeals case. The zoning board’s recommendations and 
what the zoning board will consider is just regarding the replat. But if there are questions, we can 
provide additional information for that application and also reference any other applications that 
are pending with other boards.  
Ms. Rast: I think that would be helpful. I appreciate that.  
Chairman Lloyd: Thank you.  
Mr. Bollin: That was the reason why I didn’t go with the rest of you on the vote because I separated 
my knowledge of the situation from what you were discussing with him.  
Ms. Rast: I’m not following, sorry. Say again? 
Mr. Bollin: I separate my knowledge of what was previously done that the appealed –  
Ms. Rast: I guess I have a fear of doing something out of ignorance, because there’s stuff I don’t 
know. 
Mr. Bollin: Right.  
Ms. Rast: And I’m not going to sit here and make a call and just assume everything is hunky dory 
around the whole thing, and the one thing I’ve gotten from this situation with Jay’s letter, it’s not 
hunky dory. There is some confusion.  
Mr. Bollin: Right. I understand where you’re coming from.  
Ms. Rast: But if that would have been clarified for us upfront, I may have felt a little bit better to 
stick straight to these facts. Just being honest.  
Mr. Bollin: Right. But this was a whole separate deal.  
Ms. Rast: But it’s hard for me to know that a hundred percent, based on everything else I’ve read 
and know, because there’s a lot of confusion, but I hear what you’re saying.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, but I hope you understand where I’m coming from on it.  
Ms. Rast: Absolutely. I hear what you’re saying.  
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Mr. Bollin: Okay.  
Chairman Lloyd: Sean, do you have a couple things? You do want to make formal introduction 
and go over some things here?  
Mr. Pendley: Sure. The first thing I did want to note. We have an additional staff member attending 
the meeting tonight, Michelle Kriks is here, and she stuck around for the entire meeting. Our 
newest planner is joining us now. We wanted to introduce her to the Zoning Board. She will be 
appearing at the next Zoning Board meeting in September, so we just wanted to introduce you to 
Michelle. [inaudible]  
Chairman Lloyd: Welcome aboard. Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: We’re really happy to have Michelle. As you know, Pamela Hayhow retired earlier 
this year, so this is the position we were anxious to fill. We’re happy to have Michelle onboard.  
I just wanted to note, also for staff, the information I handed out before the meeting, the overview 
of Kansas Open Meetings Act, our County Legal staff wanted to forward this to all of the zoning 
boards. Specifically, they wanted us to bring this up tonight, just to hand this out. I’m not going to 
go over the entire meeting information. Cynthia Dunham, the Deputy Director of the Legal 
Department, prepared this just as a primary overview for open meetings requirements for all 
boards. This is kind of written both from a governing body standpoint with the Board of County 
Commissioners but it also applies to the Zoning Boards, Planning Commission, Board of Zoning 
Appeals. They wanted to make sure they handed this out to help provide additional information 
for the Board, just as a reminder of the expectations, rules, procedures for open meetings and 
what is required for a meeting itself, being an open meeting, and any communication that happen 
outside of the meeting. The boards need to be aware of that. There are limits to the types of 
communication that can happen outside of the open meeting, so we need to note that just as a 
reminder. We will probably have a separate meeting.  
Usually at the end of the year we try to have essentially a joint meeting with all of the boards and 
the Planning Commission. We have Legal staff give an overview for all of this information, and 
we’ll try to do that at the end of this year, but the Legal staff wanted to provide this for the boards, 
and I wanted to hand this out to everyone, just for your information. This may also go to some 
additional questions that have happened since the last meeting. If you recall, they’re having 
questions about whether an applicant is required to speak, or whether it can be a representative.  
We just wanted to note, there are not requirements for an applicant to appear or speak at the 
Zoning Board meetings; however, it can certainly be requested of any board member that we ask 
an applicant to speak. Most of our applicants and property owners will hire an agent to represent 
them on their behalf at the meeting, and they have to fill out an affidavit with the application so 
that we know that they are, in fact, authorized to speak. But they can have anyone speak for them. 
They do not need to speak, but if requested by the board, they can certainly provide additional 
information. It’s just not a requirement. We just wanted to make that known and provide 
information. We didn’t plan to go through any more details other than that, but if there are 
additional questions or a request for more information, we could have an executive session at 
another meeting. But as I noted, we would recommend have a separate meeting, a joint meeting, 
to go over all of the open meetings requirements and procedures with the Board. I’d be happy to 
answer any questions.  
Mr. Wingert: Sean, my request would be that applicants are present and available to answer 
questions. There are certain applications that I think the community that we represent care about, 
and the applicant should be here and answer questions and discuss the project. If this board is 
going to approve a ten-year CUP for anything, the applicant should be here, be present. They can 
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have representation. I didn’t mean to cause a problem by sending the email, but I do think it’s 
important, and I would ask for a continuance anytime on issues that it’s important to our 
community that the applicant be there and explain what they’re going to do with a property. 
They’re the people we’re dealing with, not their lawyer, not their engineer. The people the 
community are going to deal with are the people that are going to run it, and they should be 
answering the questions.  
Mr. Pendley: I appreciate those comments. That would be a great topic for a conversation at a 
future date. Another thing I should note, the zoning boards do not have bylaws, so they do not 
have adopted bylaws for procedures, actions, meeting requirements. All I can say is that our 
Zoning Regulations do not require an applicant to be present at the public hearing. I would say 
more often than not they are, but they are not always. Sometimes they may be not in town. An 
applicant/owner is not present that’s not always the case, so I would just note that. Certainly, 
that’s a good topic for discussion. That’s something that it would be great for the Board to weigh 
in on, and then for staff, we could, again, also have Legal staff come and provide some guidance 
on that as well.  
Chairman Lloyd: Any other business at all?  
Ms. Rast: I was going to just mention – and of course, with COVID rearing its head again, too – 
but just something for everybody to think about, I do think having meetings online were beneficial 
for some people to be more, the public more so, to be engaged, even if it’s nothing that pertains 
to them directly, but maybe they’d like to listen in to hear what’s going on, but they can do that 
while they’re doing laundry or whatever at home. But then also I think it does allow more people 
of the public to chime in and it gets more access. If there’s any way in the future that it can 
developed…I do like when we meeting in person and the applicants are in person, but is there 
any way that we can grow to the point where we can give better access to the public? I think that 
just promotes more transparency and more opportunity for the public to be involved, aware and 
engaged.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I completely agree with that. Even if they can’t participate or comment, but they 
can at least listen.  
Mr. Pendley: I would say, this is something I actually wanted to bring up as well – future meetings. 
And now we know that there may be further restrictions or other local health orders to be 
considered, in the future is the Board…? Zoom worked seemed to work very well. You would be 
open to returning to all virtual meeting? Or are you saying you want the opportunity for a – 
Ms. Rast: A hybrid.  
Mr. Pendley: A hybrid. I will speak for staff only. That’s a challenge. I’ll just explain why. The 
BOCC have a very elaborate setup where they have several IT available and on hand for all of 
those meetings. The meetings are also televised and streamed live. We do not do that for the 
zoning boards. So that is the one challenge, but we understand and we have heard that before. 
The Planning Commission has also asked about that. We will certainly ask our IT staff how we 
might be able to get assistance with that. But the staff you see running these meetings are right 
here. We do not have any technology staff available to assist with that. But we understand. We 
would like that option, too. If nothing else, for whether it be the general public, any applicants who 
are out of town. It is much more convenient, we recognize, to have an option for a virtual meeting. 
We can certainly ask and see what the resources are available for future meetings. Who knows 
what additional changes or guidance we get down from the Board of County Commissioners? We 
may be going that direction anyway because I know the Board of County Commissioners are 
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running their meetings that way currently. They allow for the option. We’ll certainly explore that 
and see if staff can do that for future meetings.  
Mr. Bollin: Internet service is next to nothing. I have very poor internet service.  
Chairman Lloyd: Mine’s not great either.  
Ms. Rast: I’ll volunteer my tax dollars for some of that.  
Mr. Bollin: Mine’s almost nothing. 

 
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR  
 
VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
 
IX.   OLD BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Mr. Klingensmith, seconded by Mr. Bollin, for adjournment.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, 8:34 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned.  

 

 


