
 

    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
   

      
   

    
     

  
      

  

  
     

    
        

  
     

    
    

  
    

  

  

    
   

         
   

  
     

  
  

             
    

     
            

              
 

at 6:37 p.m. on Monday, September 20, 2021, and was called to order by, Kathleen Willnauer, 
Chairman, with the following members present and participating, to-wit: Carol Krska, Mike Fowks, 
Jim Neese, Brian Luenberg and Melissa Morris. Mark Crumbaker was absent. Also in attendance 
were Jay Leipzig, Sean Pendley, Michelle Kriks and Sherry Cross with the Planning Department. 
II. AGENDA ITEMS 

A. Add, Delete, or Revise and Approve the Agenda [none] 
Motion by Mr. Neese, seconded by Mr. Fowks, to approve the agenda. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

B. Disclosure of conflicts of interest [none] 
Mr. Neese: I had a person call me a couple two or three days ago to ask me questions about 
this, and I told him that I hadn’t received any information, and if they want some they can come 
to the meeting. 

C. Disclosure of external contacts/discussions [none] 
Chair Willnauer: I also had someone call me that wanted to discuss this with them, and I told 
them that I was unable to do that, and they could attend the meeting if they wanted. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion by Mr. Neese, seconded by Mr. Fowks, to approve the minutes of the August 16, 2021, 
meeting. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS 
Chair Willnauer: Report of County Commissioners actions? 
Mr. Pendley: I will just note at the last Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board meeting on August 
16th, there was one application for a Preliminary and Final Plat for Wall Ridge Fourth Plat. This 
Board recommended approval of that case. That case was approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners last Thursday, and that was the only case forwarded to Board of County 

NORTHWEST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Johnson County Administration Building

111 South Cherry Street
Olathe, Kansas 

MINUTES 
September 20, 2021

6:30 p.m. 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 

Commissioners. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Sean. Are there any Planning Commission actions? 
Mr. Neese: We’ve had a couple meetings really being driven by the solar energy potential changes 
to the Regulations for the County. I believe the County staff is making the rounds in the next 
couple of weeks with the some of the local cities to discuss the proposals. They are being invited 
to a meeting that they’re having which is on the 28th, here, and I believe that they are inviting 
some of the surrounding city fathers. Then, some members of the staff are going to be going on 
a nice trip to Pueblo, Colorado to look and see one of these beautiful outstanding solar energy 
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farms on over 2,000 aces so they can determine whether or not that is comparable and would fit 
in within our county, so we look forward to getting a report back from that. We had a report on the 
Comprehensive Plan. What was that Sean? 
Mr. Pendley: The update to the Annual Comprehensive Plan was also considered at the meeting. 
Mr. Neese: So the big thing that we’re working on right now is the solar energy proposal for the 
unincorporated areas, and I suggest anybody comes to those meetings can come. It’s important. 
Mr. Pendley: As Mr. Neese indicated, that is correct. We’ve had a study session on September 
14th to discuss the utility-scale solar facilities regulations and Comprehensive Plan update. The 
next study session will be next Tuesday, September 28

sessions in October to wrap up any

the city’s future growth area. That’s why we want to invite the cities to give their input. 
Mr. Neese: Sean, I requested that a map that was shown that showed parameters around the city 
for a mile. Somebody was going to make that available. 
Mr. Pendley: That is correct. We’ll have maps. 

appropriate at this time. 

th. The meeting will be held in person with 
a Zoom Webinar option. Actually, we’ll be running the meeting on Zoom Webinar, so that does 
give an option if people want to attend virtually and in person. The primary emphasis, as Mr. 
Neese indicated, for the next meeting we hope to get more input from the city representatives. 
We have visited with three of the cities individually to get their input, and the Commission felt it 
was important to have a discussion with the cities, so we’re inviting them to that next study session 
next Tuesday, so they will provide input. They will also be including, at least one of the cities will 
be providing comments in writing before the meeting, so we’ll share that. So it will be very helpful 
to get that discussion with the cities in addition to the Planning Commission dialog. The next step 
would be probably one more study changes or 
recommendations, with a public hearing hopefully in November, but we’ll provide an update with 
the Planning Commission meeting next week. 
Ms. Krska: I have a quick question. Are you representing the unincorporated areas? You said 
you’re having all the cities in, so is the Planning Commission and you representing the 
unincorporated? 
Mr. Pendley: Yes. The County staff will be presenting the regulations for the County, for the 
unincorporated area, but we’re inviting the city representatives because we know that the future 
growth areas for the cities may be impacted by these types of uses, because they are such 
potentially large projects that take up such a large area. Some of them could potentially be within 

Mr. Neese: And I don’t know if it’s appropriate, but I think it would be appropriate to send that to 
the zoning boards, too, because of the unincorporated areas. I don’t know if that would be 

Mr. Pendley: I’ll discuss that with staff. One thing we want to be careful about with the maps is 
that we are not going to recommend incorporating the buffer map in the regulations because the 
city boundaries do change. As they annex, they will change. However, we are using that as a 
guide to show the cities as a reference point, but certainly we’re going to present those maps at 
the Planning Commission meeting next week. And then we can certainly share those with the 
zoning boards, too, I believe, after we’ve presented those at the meeting. Maybe in a future update 
we can provide that, just for a comparison to show the zoning boards what areas we’re talking 
about. 
Mr. Neese: Because I’ve had several people call me about it, and I’m just pretty much saying it’s 
in planning stage, and told them what I know about what’s the planning stage, and that one-mile 
map that was presented would be good. Then I think staff maybe was going to make one up like 
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two miles out to have an idea. I realize they’re not going to make it part of the plans, but it gives 
somebody a visual of what the proposed area. 
Mr. Pendley: Right. I see Mr. Leipzig is coming to the podium. That would be good if could get his 
input as well. 
Mr. Leipzig: Mr. Neese, I was just going to mention, that will all be part of the public record, which 
will be passed out to the zoning boards. That will include the one-mile buffer map, the one-and-
a-half buffer map, and the two-mile buffer map, will all be part of that. We have them. We’ll get 
those – 
Mr. Neese: When will that be? 
Mr. Leipzig: We’ll be going over that on the 28th, so it will be part of that packet. 
Mr. Neese: Okay. Thank you. That’s good, Jay. Thank you. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you. 
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

A. Application No. NW 21-153-CUP (OL) – Conditional Use Permit – 24465 W. 135th 

Street 
Network Real Estate, LLC, applicant, and Jennie Storm Revocable Trust, landowner, 
requesting Conditional Use Permit for a monopole cell tower on 14.4 acres, on 
property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 33, Township 13, Range 23. 

Chair Willnauer: The meeting this evening, for those of you who have not attended before, we do 
have procedures that we follow. The applicant will be introduced, and then the Planning Office 
presentation will occur. That’s ten minutes or less. There will be questions of staff from the Zoning 
Board at which time the applicant will give his presentation of ten minutes or less. There will be 
questions of the applicant from the Zoning Board. Then we will open up our public comments 
section. Each individual will have three minutes or less. We would like for you to provide your 
name and address for the record, and if you do share concerns, comments or points made by 
others, please refrain from repeating those comments and instead note for the record that you 
agree with the previous individual’s comments. At that point we will have further questions by the 
Zoning Board of staff, applicant or the public. We will close the public comment section of the 
meeting. We will discuss the application and then make a recommendation to the Board of County 
Commissioners. At this time I would like to say that Network Real Estate, LLC, is the applicant. 
Jennie Storm Revocable Trust, landowner, is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a monopole 
cell tower on 14.4 acres on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 33, Township 13, 
Range 23. At this time, Michelle will give us the Planning Office presentation. 
Ms. Kriks: Thank you, Madam Chairman, members of the Zoning Board. This evening I will be 
presenting an application for the Lake Olathe Telecommunications Conditional Use Permit, Case 
No. NW 21-153-CUP (OL). The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit for 
a new 155-foot telecommunications monopole with antenna and ground equipment within a new 
2,800-square-foot leased area on a 14.4-acre parcel with a single-family residence. This is the 
first request for a Conditional Use Permit for a telecommunication facility at this location. This 
application request includes a 150-foot monopole tower, a five-foot lighting rod at the top of the 
tower, antenna and other ancillary equipment, and then of course, the 2,800-square-foot leased 
area that will house the ground equipment for this project. 
The subject property is located at the southeast corner of 135th and Lake Shore Drive, adjacent 
to Lake Olathe. The tower is proposed to be located at the western end of the property highlighted 
in red on the slide. The City of Olathe borders the 14.4-acre parent parcel to the east, south and 
west, and unincorporated Johnson County is north of the parent parcel, across 135th Street. 
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The parent parcel is zoned RUR, which is the Rural District, and currently has a single-family 
residential structure and accessory structure used as a garage, a pool house and an inground 
pool on the property. A telecommunications facility at the proposed height is allowed in the RUR 
zoning district with a Conditional Use Permit approved by the Board of County Commissioners. 
The site includes an established tree line along the western and southern boundary of the parent 
parcel, and there is a line of deciduous trees along 135th Street as you can see from this aerial 
view here on the slide. The tower is proposed to be 150 feet tall with a five-foot lighting rod 
attached at the top, for a total structure height of 155 feet. Initially, the applicant is proposing a 
total of nine panel antennas for AT&T, with an antenna center line of 145 feet. The antenna is 
proposed to be approximately 96 inches tall, 19.6 inches wide and 7.8 inches deep and is 
proposed to project off of the tower about six feet on an antenna platform. Along with a panel 
antenna, auxiliary equipment necessary for the carrier’s operation is proposed which will also be 
installed on the antenna platform. This slide shows also the possible future antenna placement 
for co-location purposes at lower elevations than that proposed by AT&T. 
The total lease is proposed to be 40 feet by 70 feet in size, or 2,800 square feet. The equipment 
enclosure itself is proposed to 30 by 55, about 1,650 square feet. The equipment and the tower 
are proposed to be enclosed by a six-foot-tall SimTek brand solid fence, which consists of a 
composite material with the appearance of wood. Along the north side of the equipment 
enclosure, the applicant is proposing four five-foot-tall junipers. 
The table on this slide shows the required regulations in the RUR zoning district and whether the 
proposed project complies. As noted, the proposed project does comply with all minimum 
setbacks permitted for a wireless telecommunications tower. 
The applicant has requested a waiver to design requirements regarding landscaping. The 
Regulations do require a continuous area of landscaping planted around and maintained around 
the perimeter of the communication tower outside of the fence. The applicant is proposing four 
five-foot-tall junipers along the north side of the equipment enclosure. No other landscaping is 
proposed by the applicant. The applicant has requested this waiver for the following reasons: 
There is already a natural buffer in place around the parent parcel. The project is set back 150 
feet from 135th Street, and the solid fence proposed around the equipment. It is staff’s opinion the 
waiver requested by the applicant is appropriate. First, as noted on the slide, the western and 
southern boundary of the parent parcel has an established tree line that provides a visual buffer 
of the ground equipment from Lake Olathe, and also there is that line of established deciduous 
trees along 135th Street. Secondly, the setback proposed by the applicant provides a significant 
distance from the right-of-way, making the site less noticeable by vehicular traffic traveling at the 
posted 40 mph speed limit along 135th Street. Finally, the fence material proposed by the applicant 
is a higher quality material than typically proposed for a wireless facility. The fence material will 
be a solid barrier rather than chain link fence, and would obscure the ground equipment from the 
general public. The fence specification was included in the attachments of the staff report for 
review, and here is an example on the slide of a proposed fence. 
I do want to point out that staff did receive two calls from the public voicing concerns for the 
project. These concerns included an impact to their property values as a result of the project; a 
caller had some concerns that a tower could affect the potential sale of their property, and that 
they would also prefer the tower to be located on Johnson County public-owned land rather than 
private land as proposed. 
Before I get to the recommendation, staff is recommending that stipulation number 11 be struck. 
That stipulation reads that “Prior to the approval of the Conditional Use Permit a sight distance 
analysis shall be provided by the applicant and shall be reviewed and accepted by Johnson 
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Mr. Leuenberg: Is ten years a typical length for one of these types of Conditional Use Permits? 
Ms. Kriks: Ten years is a very typical length that is actually provided within the Regulations, the 
ten-year term for all Conditional Use Permits. It is staff’s opinion in this case that keeping a ten-
year term and allowing the applicant to come back in ten years will ensure that their site is still in 
compliance with the Regulations. 
Ms. Krska: I was wondering, is a 150 feet typical? Because I’ve seen different monopoles around, 
and I’m finding it difficult to envision what 150 feet is going to look like. 
Ms. Kriks: I think that might be a good question for the applicant, as they work with a lot of these 
types of facilities around the area within Kansas, Missouri and Illinois, I believe, is where they 
work. They will be able to give you a good idea. Typically, the height of a tower is going to be 
dependent on the coverage they’re getting and how large of a terrain that they’re trying to 
envelope and be able to cover. A lot of it will also depend local topography. I think that might be 
a good question to ask the applicant when they are up here. 
Ms. Krska: So they didn’t supply any computer-generated…like this is what it’s going to look like 
in the future? 
Ms. Kriks: Actually, with recent changes to federal regulation, we cannot ask for propagation maps 
or anything like that, so that is not something that the applicant has provided. 
Ms. Krska: Okay, thanks. 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions? 
Mr. Fowks: I have one. Are there any proposed lights associated with this monopole at the top or 
anything? 
Ms. Kriks: Nothing that was showing on the plan, but the applicant might be able to address that. 
They did do a 7460 with the FAA, and the FAA did not require any tower lighting with respect to 
traffic going into New Century Air Center. 
Mr. Fowks: Okay. 

County Public Works.” The applicant provided to Public Works a sight distance analysis, and that 
has been accepted, which satisfies this stipulation. 
Staff is recommending approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a 155-foot wireless 
communication facility, antenna, ancillary equipment and ground equipment for a term of ten 
years, located at 24465 West 135th Street subject to the stipulations outlined in the staff report 
and as amended in staff’s presentation. Before you is the recommended motion. Thank you. I’m 
available for questions. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Michelle. Are there any questions of staff from Zoning Board 
members? 

Mr. Neese: I’ve got a couple questions. Carol, I was involved off and on with the one at the junior 
high off of Lakeshore. That’s higher than 155 feet, and at one time they wanted to go over 200 
feet, and if you go over 200 feet, the rule at one time was you had to have a light on top of that, 
so that’s why most of them – I may be the bureau of misinformation here – but that’s what it was 
the last time that I went on that hearing. The folks that live next to that, which were highly opposed 
to it, I talked to a couple of them, just general questions, and they said they don’t even notice it’s 
there, as some of us here have driven by and don’t even realize it. But I’ve got a couple questions. 
You’ve got a ten-year window. I don’t know that I agree with the non-coverage of foliage in the 
front. The drawing didn’t show where the driveway was going to come in, did it? 
Ms. Kriks: It did. It is included in the drawings. 
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Mr. Neese: I just missed that then. Because ten years, if the applicant or the person that owns 
the property were to sell it and it’s a large enough piece of property that several homes could be 
going there, so whenever the motion is made, I don’t think…It is buffered in the back. When you 
pull up there now, you don’t even know it’s there, but eight years from now when the corner of 
that is sold off and two houses go in there, I think we should not…We need to think ten years 
down the road on that. So I’d recommend that that not be stricken. What’s the rule with distance 
to future buildings? This tower to future buildings? For example, I think it’s a 14.5-acre plot there, 
so let’s say the west side of that property is sold off and somebody builds a home there. How 
restrictive is that going to be? What is the rule for a tower like that? I know the one by the junior 
high is not real close to the building, but it’s a ways away. What is that…? 
Ms. Kriks: The Regulations currently require that residential setback is 50 percent of the height of 
the tower, so it would have to be at least 77.5 feet from it. 
Mr. Neese: Okay, well that’s good. Public land. The public land is right on the other side of the 
fence road to the south, right? 
Ms. Kriks: I believe that is Lake Olathe, so that is parkland owned by the City of Olathe. 
Mr. Neese: All right. And why ten years? Why not 20 years? 
Ms. Kriks: Ten years is the maximum allowed for a Conditional Use Permit in the Regulations, so 
we went with the maximum timeframe that is allowed by the Regulations. The Zoning Board giving 
valid reasons – and Sean, please correct me if I’m wrong – 
Mr. Neese: I just wondered. I didn’t know it was not longer, because we’ve got some situations 
that are going over 20 or 40 years. 
Ms. Kriks: Correct. As a Zoning Board, I believe you have the authority to recommend a longer 
Conditional Use Permit  term, and then the governing body would ultimately make that decision. 
Mr. Neese: I had forgotten that ten years was in the Regulations now, so yes, we’d have to 
override that to go longer, right? 
Ms. Kriks: Yes, sir. That’s correct. 
Mr. Neese: That’s all my questions. Thank you. 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions of staff? 
Ms. Morris: Is this specifically for the homeowner or is it more AT&T wanted to expand their 
coverage? Can anybody else use it, like ping off it if they have service? 
Ms. Kriks: This would be a regional need, but I would let the applicant be able to address that. 
Ms. Morris: Okay. 
Chair Willnauer: If there are no other questions of staff from the Zoning Board, we will now have 
the applicant give his presentation. 
Matt Schlicter, Network Real Estate, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following 
comments: 

Mr. Schlicter: I appreciate you guys letting me come and speak tonight. I want to applaud Michelle. 
She basically did my job for me. I’m going to just kind of fill in the blanks here. My company, 
Network Real Estate, as you can see on the slide here, we represent AT&T Mobility. Basically 
what we do for them, we go out and we scout sites in areas that have a need for additional 
coverage and capacity that’s really being demanded by the customers and the residents in the 
area. To answer your question, Melissa, the need for this area is really driven by the development 
in the residential areas, really to the north and the south. There are new developments that are 
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going in right down 135th Street, so whenever there’s a need for a new, we say seven antennas, 
because it doesn’t always necessitate a new structure to be built. We come in and we try to find 
an area that we can go locate those antennas. Now, the first thing we always try to do is we try to 
find, is there anything existing that we can attach to? A building or an existing structure, or 
something that makes everybody’s life easier than having to go put a new structure up? Whenever 
we don’t find something that’s suitable for AT&T’s needs, unfortunately, we have to go put up a 
new structure that will meet their needs for the network. There was another question about the 
height. The height is driven by a couple different factors, but mainly it’s the height that’s needed 
to not only communicate with the other sites in the area, but they also have to account for things 
like topography, the minimum distance that they need to cover, the intended area that the site 
needs to cover, things like that. Back in the day, it used to be, “Hey, let’s just go find the highest 
point in town and we’ll just go put a site there and then we’ll just beam out the signal and try to 
cover as many areas that we can cover.” Well now, it’s so concentrated that we are really trying 
to find one specific location in a given area that covers a really finite location to cover the intended 
coverage need or capacity need in a given area. In today’s world that’s really what we’re trying to 
do. 
The demand is so crazy that we really are trying to cover a finite area, and that’s kind of what this 
is trying to do. With the developments going up and with all the residents and the demand, 
everybody on their phones all the time, and now we have 5G here, it’s just getting crazier and 
crazier by the day. So these sites are really driven to help now, but they’re really being built to 
help for long-term future needs, especially with infrastructure like this being such a crucial 
component in our world nowadays, these are really what these sites are intended to do, to help 
drive those needs. To answer those questions of where is it going help serve and the height 
question of why do they need to build that? To your question, sir, anything over 200 feet – it 
doesn’t matter if it’s a cell site or if it’s a building – anything over 200 feet has to be lit, per FAA 
guidelines. So, I think you were talking about another site in town. Yes, if they go over 200 feet, 
then they have to put lights on the tower. Our site has been approved by the FAA, and will not 
need to be lit, so that should hopefully alleviate some concern about the whole lighting issue. 
Really, again, it is driven by the demand, the capacity needs in the area, all the developments 
that are going in. I just drove the site this afternoon and you can see that they’re building more 
developments down 135th Street, which is great. It’s good for the growth in the area, so we’re 
trying to help play catch-up and keep up with all the demand for the network in the area. 
Another big component, everybody is ditching their landlines. We’ve got over half of the 
households in the U.S. now that are wireless only, so people now are just relying on their cell 
phones as their primary communication devices. That’s a really important thing. Like I said, the 
first thing we try to do is find the existing structures, and then when we can’t we, unfortunately, 
have to go and find a location that we can build a new structure. 
I just want to give you guys a little bit of some data points, just to consider and show you where 
we are as an industry in the wireless world. The first one is really what kind of hits home, just 
because we’re have this kind of pandemic mindset still going on right now. With everybody staying 
at home with the pandemic and doing the stay-at-home learning and things like that, guess what? 
They have to use the networks a lot to keep up with all of this stay-at-home learning, and that 
resulted in an over 20 percent increase in the data requested on these networks, and that puts a 
strain on the networks. So sites like these help alleviate those capacity concerns due to people 
that are staying home and working from home. They really now have an outlet to help offset some 
of those data traffic concerns in various areas. You can see, one in five homes right now rely on 
their smart phones for internet access. You can go down the list here. The one that really stands 
out is the ENow and One services. Nationally now, that number used to be 70 percent. It’s now 
80 percent. Eighty percent of all calls on the ENow and One network are coming from cell phones, 
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which is really important, given how they find people when they make phone calls on their cell 
phones. It’s a lot different than when they make phone calls on landlines, so having cell sites out 
there really helps to pinpoint where these people are located whenever they make a phone call 
on the ENow and One network. So stuff like putting a site up really helps make those locations a 
little bit more accurate whenever they’re trying to triangulate data from these phone calls made 
over the ENow and One network. What they’re trying to build, like I said, is a 150-foot, what we 
call a monopole structure that’s a single pole. It’s not like, right around here you guys have what 
we call a self-support tower. I call them the Eifel towers, that have the cross braces and the cross 
members. This is just a single pole. Actually, if you go down 135th Street at the high school, they 
have metal utility poles that are very similar to that. Instead of having the high tension wires on it, 
they would have the antennas mounted on the top of the pole, so I try to use that to compare, so 
people can kind of get a visual for what those poles look like. They have national standards that 
they’re built to, which accounts for wind and ice loadings, and then as I mentioned earlier, the co-
location is included into it. It’s to be built initially for AT&T, but it will have the capability to house 
two additional carriers on the site. 
One of the other big components with it that is exclusive to AT&T is the element of their FirstNet 
network, so with this site there will be equipment mounted to help account for AT&T’s FirstNet 
network, which is a dedicated first responder network. That will be available to people who can 
sign up onto the FirstNet network. What FirstNet does is gives first responders a dedicated line 
to use in the event of an emergency or special event, things like that, so that if they need it to 
communicate with each other, it basically kicks all of us commercial people off the network and 
allows just the first responders to communicate amongst themselves, which is something that 
came out the 911 reports. They realized they needed a dedicated first responder network only, 
so that there wasn’t any traffic in the way of the first responders communicating with each other. 
AT&T was awarded the national account for this network, and with this site, it will have FirstNet 
capabilities for anybody that wants to sign up with the network. I’m sure it’s included with the sites 
that are already around town here, but this will now be another site that we’ll get to add into that 
FirstNet network as an added data point and another location to add into it, which is really crucial 
for the emergency systems around the area here. 
As we mentioned earlier, the proposed landscaping request, we mentioned it, and we understand. 
We know why landscaping is requested. Typically sites are built just chain link fence around the 
site, and the landscaping is an element that they add to help screen the view shed of the ground 
equipment so that you don’t see the ground equipment from eye level. So, when we take into 
account the lay of the land from the points that you would actually look and see our site, looking 
off of 135th Street…and one of the points I wanted to add on there is the site where we’re 
proposing not only is 150 feet off the road, but it sits down a ways, too, off the road. When you’re 
driving on that road and the speed limit is, I think 40 mph, the likelihood that you take all the 
elements that we mentioned earlier into account, the need to landscape everything around the 
site really doesn’t make a whole lot of sense when you consider we’re putting up a solid fence all 
the way around the equipment. That’s why we’re asking for the deviation. 
Yes, we understand that we want landscaping out there so it makes it look blended naturally with 
the area and with the tree lines, but let’s just put them on the front versus all the way around the 
site kind of thing. That’s what we’re asking for in our deviation request, just to put them on the 
front of the site versus all the way around, given that we’re putting up the nice, more expensive 
fence that’s solid versus the chain link, and we’d have the tree lines. There’s also an overhead 
power run that goes along the front of the property as well. And we’re sitting back 150 feet off the 
road, and it’s actually down off the road, too, so you’ve got somebody driving 40 mph, hopefully 
they’re not looking down the site, because then they’re looking away from the road as they’re 
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driving past the site down there, too. That was going into the reasoning for the deviation request 
on the landscaping. 
These are just a couple pictures that I took just to give you an idea of what a driver’s view would 
look like, looking down 135th Street. This is looking west as you would approach the site, so the 
site would be on your left in this picture, just to give you an idea of the view shed of what it would 
look like driving down the road. Then this would be what it would look like at the site looking up 
towards 135th Street, so just to give you a view. You have trees on the left, the trees up at the top 
of the little bit of a hill there, just to give you a visual representation of what that would look like, 
just to go into why we’re asking for that deviation. This is a view from right where we would enter 
the site, looking east down 135th Street. 
Then again – I know we already gave some examples – just to give you another picture of what 

Mr. Fowks: So you approve all of those? 
Mr. Schlicter: We did. 
Mr. Fowks: Thank you. 
Ms. Morris: How far is that tower going to cover, as far as distance? 

the proposed material looks like, just to show you that it’s a solid material. This is a composite 
material, so it is not wood, so it doesn’t have the maintenance requirements that wood has where 
you have to stain it all the time. This is a synthetic material which is really nice. It’s a virtually 
maintenance-free product that we’ve been using a lot and people seem to really love it. This is to 
give you an idea of what that overhead power line looks like looking up towards the entrance of 
the site there, so basically just to wrap up here, the site is going to bring added coverage capacity 
in the area that has a need for it. We exceed all of our required setbacks from all sides of the 
property. We do have the visual aesthetic that’s reduced with the landscaping plan that we’re 
proposing, the added synthetic material, the vegetation that’s existing and the overhead power 
runs, and that the site will have that added emergency services benefit it will help bring to the 
area as well. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Matt, for your presentation. Are there any questions of the applicant 
from the Zoning Board? 
Mr. Fowks: I have a question. Are you okay with the stipulations that the County has come up 
with for this application? 
Mr. Schlicter: Yes, we are, sir. 

Mr. Schlicter: It’s hard to say that, because you can’t stop the signal and just say, “Hey, I want to 
go this far and then I want it to stop.” So it’s really kind of impossible to say it’s going go exactly 
this far and then it’s no longer going to serve that area. I can just tell that, for the intended service 
area, that we have a very concentrated coverage locale that we’re trying to enhance with this 
proposed location. It is really for the residents to the north and the south of this and the east, that 
new development that’s going in in that area. There are other sites that are farther down to the 
east and to the northeast and southeast, so you really can’t go too far…Part of the reason why 
we propose the 150 feet is that they have to communicate with those other cell signals in the area. 
That’s why you can drive down 135th Street and make a phone call and not drop your phone call 
if you travel from one cell to the next cell, so the coverage area – sorry, I’m not trying to get too 
technical on you guys – the coverage area is really concentrated in, we call them dense urban 
areas like this, because the demand is so high that they really have to only stay in a certain area. 
Now if we were out in a much more rural area, then those areas would get a little bigger, but in 
something like this there’s a little bit more of a concentrated area that they’re trying to cover. 
Ms. Morris: Thanks. 
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Mr. Neese: How many carriers are going to be on the tower? Do you have any idea? 
Mr. Schlicter: The initial proposal is just for AT&T. The tower will have the ability to handle two 
additional carriers. Now there’s no guarantee of somebody else coming on here. In order to 
comply with the codes – and the code is intended to reduce the need for additional sites to be 
built in the immediate area – that’s why the co-location requirements are in there, so that 
somebody can say, “Hey, I want to go put one right down the street,” and they can say, “Hey, look 
there’s availability on this site for two additional carriers.” That’s why we had it built into the plans 
to have three total carriers that could potentially co-locate on this site. 
Mr. Neese: If you can give me some kind of an idea how far because the coverage that comes 
from the south is park ground. The west is park ground. To the northwest is already developed. 
Due north a mile you’ve got a pretty developed area, but then you have park ground and you’ve 
got like 1,000 acres, and then you’ve got a real rural area out there. 
Mr. Schlicter: Right. I will tell you, like I said – 
Mr. Neese: Give me an idea. 
Mr. Schlicter: The idea, the coverage area is the neighborhoods to the north – 
Mr. Neese: The neighborhoods how far? 
Mr. Schlicter: I can’t – 
Mr. Neese: Let me ask this question, then. Where is the next closest tower to the north? 
Mr. Schlicter: AT&T site? 
Mr. Neese: I don’t care whose site it is. 
Mr. Schlicter: It depends on…The next site for what we’re proposing is we represent AT&T, so 
we’re really concerned about AT&T’s network in this regard, because they’re the ones that are 
driving this project. For AT&T’s capabilities, their site – I’d have to go look and see exactly where 
it’s at – but you really don’t go by where the physical location of the towers are because the signals 
aren’t stopping where those towers are located. The signals go much farther out from where the 
physical antennas are located. 
Mr. Neese: Right. I was just trying to get an idea. Like, if there was a tower at 127th and Lake 
Shore, and the signal goes…The tower is just a signal and it sends a…or however the signal 
moves out, but AT&T, they’re the one building this? They’re paying for it? 
Mr. Schlicter: Correct. 
Mr. Neese: And then they’re going to sell, hopefully, some space on the tower down the road. 
Mr. Schlicter: Correct, yes, so they’re the ones developing the project. I’ll say this. The signal is 
not just going to go across the street and only cover like a block across the street. The signal is 
going to go for…the neighborhoods go for several blocks across the street in all directions so the 
signals are going to travel in all directions, because like I said, it’s going to be a 360-degree radius, 
and then what it’s going to do is it’s also going to pick up signals from the other sites and those 
are going to match together and cover – 
Mr. Neese: I understand that. 
Mr. Schlicter: - the gaps or enhance the signals that are already there. They’re all going to work 
in tandem together to really provide an optimal service area for this immediate region. 
Mr. Neese: Okay. I understand. Thank you. One other question is, with regard to the coverage of 
the screen around the facility – and you’re right, most of them are not that nice of a fence – 
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Mr. Schlicter: Yeah. 
Mr. Neese: I want to ask you this. Would you be opposed…Because on the west and on the south 
side you’ve got the natural growth there, so on the north and east side, are you opposed to putting 
the screening along there, on the north of area and on the east side? 
Mr. Schlicter: We have it proposed on the north side already. 
Mr. Neese: All right, but what about the east side? 
Mr. Schlicter: If we put it on the east side, the east side really looks into our landlord’s property. 
Mr. Neese: Right. 
Mr. Schlicter: Right, so this is a – 
Mr. Neese: But this isn’t a landlord’s property today. This is a ten-year permit you’re wanting to 
get, so eight years from now there might be a house built there. 
Mr. Schlicter: Right, and I would say my response to that is it’s really hard to predict the future on 
private property. 
Mr. Neese: So what I’m asking you is would you mind planting three or four trees over the – 
Would that be a big deal for you? 
Mr. Schlicter: If we plant anything on our property we have to take away lease space we have for 
putting equipment inside of our compound, because we have to basically take back…Our lease 
space doesn’t change when we do that. When we do that, we then cut into the space that we’ve 
leased from our landlord. We then have to – 
Mr. Neese: Well, the space that you’ve leased from a landlord today includes screening of the 
north side. 
Mr. Schlicter: It does, but to give you an idea, the original plan, the 40 by 70 was supposed to be 
what we were going to build the fence around, but then when we came back and amended our 
plan to comply with the landscaping provision, that’s when it turned into a 35 by whatever, for the 
revised provision. 
Mr. Neese: I see. 
Mr. Schlicter: Because we had to take away some of our buildable space to accommodate that. 
Mr. Neese: I got you. That’s why your space would have to be bigger. 
Mr. Schlicter: Correct. 
Mr. Neese: Okay, that’s fair. 
Ms. Morris: The reason I ask, because I use AT&T, and on 135th there are two dips that you go 
down, and I lose coverage 100 percent of the time. 
Mr. Schlicter: Right. 
Ms. Morris: So I was wondering… 
Mr. Schlicter: Right, and I know exactly where you’re talking about. 
Ms. Morris: Yeah, because I live off of Moonlight and 127th, and I take 135th over, so I lose… I 
always have to plan my calls. “I’m going to lose you.” 
Mr. Schlicter: Right, and you have to tell somebody, “Hang on a second. Wait for me…” Yeah. 
Ms. Morris: So I was just hoping that something like that would alleviate. 
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Mr. Schlicter: Right, and that’s part of the reason for the height, it accounts for the topography. 
Ms. Morris: The lows. 
Mr. Schlicter: Right. When we look at the location, all of that gets built into the location. Part of 
that is the topography of the land. Because the goal is not to put something that’s going to shoot 
into a hill or shoot into a treetop or something like that, too, so that goes into the location as well. 
I know exactly where you’re talking about because I was just there this afternoon. 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions of the applicant from the Zoning Board? Hearing 
none, we will open the public comments section of our meeting, so if there is someone here from 
the public that would like to speak, you’re welcome to come up to the podium and provide your 

hill. Lake Shore already is quite dangerous to try to make a left or right turn, either one, onto 135th

Street. So, I realize that there probably won’t be a lot of traffic coming in and out of the tower road, 
but it does seem like a possibility for even greater potential accidents. That ends my questions. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much. 

Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much. 
Ms. Young: You’re welcome. 

name and address for the record. 
Angie Young, 24500 West 135th Street, appeared before the Zoning Board and made the following 
comments: 

Ms. Young: Good evening. I thought Matt’s presentation was quite good and very informative. I 
do have a few questions of Matt and perhaps with the County. The City of Olathe property is 
adjacent to that location, and I was wondering why the tower would not be placed on that property. 
It’s pretty much the same height, and that way the monetary gain could go to the City. They did a 
tremendous amount of improvements to the City Park down there, and that would help maintain 
those improvements. I don’t know. Can you answer that, Matt? Or someone? 
Chair Willnauer: Angie, Matt can answer that question for you. If you would like to state your other 
comments, and then what I can do is I can have Matt come up to the…because I had that same 
question also. We can have Matt answer that when you’re finished with your comments. 
Ms. Young:  Okay. That’s great. Thank you. And also, there’s County property fairly close, too, 
that would also benefit monetarily from the installation. I was wondering about the removal. I’m 
sure at some point there will be technological advancements that will basically perhaps cause the 
towers to become unneeded, and I thought, is there a provision for removal of the tower? The 
only other question I have is, the driveway from that tower location is basically at the crest of the 

Ms. Young: Thank you. Oh, I do have one more. I just thought of it. I was wondering, if the 
landowner is going to lease the property to AT&T, is my understanding, and I was wondering if 
that amount of lease would be made public. That concludes my questions. 

Chair Willnauer: Are there any other public comments? [none] At this time, we will close the public 
comments section of our hearing. Are there any other questions of the Zoning Board, of the staff, 
the applicant or the public? [none] Matt, if you wouldn’t mind coming back up to the podium and 
answering those questions. I had a question also. I thought, if it was feasible for the City or the 
County to have the tower on their property that maybe that would have been done. That they may 
have already been approached.  Is that the case? 
Mr. Schlicter: Yeah. So, first of all, thank you Ms. Young, for your input. I’m going to start with the 
last one first and work my way backwards. To answer your question, unfortunately, the agreement 
with our landlord, that is a private agreement, and we unfortunately can’t make that available to 
the public. The question on the traffic and the road, once the site is constructed, that road is 
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in your codes already, and then there’s also a provision in the agreements that we have that at 
the end of the lease term that it’s included already with our lease agreement that the tower will 
have to come down. So it’s kind of hit twice. 
Then the last one, with the City property. The City property, there’s a couple things going on at 
the time. And we’ve been after this for a while to develop this location. When we look to try to 
build a new site, there’s a multitude of things we look at. We look at topography. We have to look 
at the height that we need for the other sites in the area. We have to make sure that it’s 
constructible and things like that, too. A couple of big things with the City property, the Lake is a 
floodplain, first and foremost. Which, that is a big thing and a big red flag when we try to develop 
these sites. Access is also an issue with us. If you look at, there is a big gate on the western side 
on 135th Street which is kind of close to where we’re proposing our site, and just to double check, 
I went out this afternoon, and they still have it closed and gated. I don’t know if they’re still working 
on improving the park. I understand that they’re working on revitalizing that area. So there’s a lot 
of things that were going on in looking at the City’s location. And it’s also a lot lower elevation in 
a lot of parts than what we were trying to do from a topography standpoint. I know there’s parts 
that are comparable to what we were trying to do, but when we talk about looking at the network 
needs, and how we have to look at topography against the other sites that we needed to be 
comparable with in talking to, this site that we chose works best and is in an optimal location for 
what we need it to be for the network and to communicate with those other sites. To your question, 
it was vetted, but ultimately this was the most optimal site that was chosen to meet all the needs 
that we need it to meet from a slew of different checkmarks that we had to check off to get this 
thing to be constructable and buildable and work within the needs of the network. Hopefully that 
answers your questions. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Matt. Are there any other questions of the Zoning Board for the staff, 
the applicant, or the public? [none] At this time, we will discuss the application by the Zoning 
Board. Is there any discussion? 
Mr. Neese: I think this is a good place for one. Nobody likes towers, but some of them are pretty 
much non-existent, but I think this would be a good place for it. I don’t think, as a group, we’re in 
the business of asking, “Why did you build the road here as opposed to over here? Why didn’t 

essentially an easement to get to the site, so there will not be any regular traffic to be used on 
that road. The last provision and stipulation that was included with the staff’s report basically 
accounted for the County’s sight distance triangle requirements. That accounts for the distance 
that’s needed when you pull out to 135th Street to look basically east and west down 135th Street. 
Public Works has reviewed that and has signed off on it and has agreed that we have accounted 
for that adequately with our proposed development, so there shouldn’t be any issues or problems 
coming out of that road. We did look at that, knowing that we’re kind of catty corner from that 
intersection there, too, so we did take that into consideration when we were designing it. 
Tower removal, to answer your question there, that’s two-fold. One, there’s provisions in the 
codes that if the tower is ever abandoned or obsolete that it has to come down, so that’s included 

you put it on the City property so the City or the County could make money?” That’s not our place. 
We have an application before us at a place. Whether it’s on private property or city property, the 
application is before us. Who gets the money is none of our business. That’s my opinion. The 
company is probably going to pay the same to an individual as they are a city or the county. That’s 
just my…that’s something I don’t think should be, on my part, something to whether or not you 
should be for or against this thing. 
I think the setback is good. I drive up that road every day, many times. Their driveway, which I did 
look and check, is offset from Lake Shore. It’s a little farther up the hill, so it’s a little bit safer. 
We’ve got some good-sized cedar trees growing there now, and my opinion totally changed when 
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drive up 135th Street and see that tower,” and then my husband reminded me of the tower that’s 
up Lake Shore Drive, and I said, “What tower?” I drive by that all the time and don’t see it, so with 
it being down over the hill, I’m not sure that the top of the fence will even be visible from the 
roadway. I’m looking straight forward usually and looking up the hill, so that’s the direction my 
vision is in. It does meet the Golden Criteria. I don’t see that it’s a detriment to the neighborhood. 
I think that this would be serving all of us that have cell phones that use the phones in this 
particular area. If there’s no more discussion between the Board members, I would entertain a 
motion. 
Motion by Mr. Fowks to approve the Conditional Use Permit for the tower, the antenna, the 
ancillary equipment, as well as the ground equipment, for the reasons outlined in the staff report, 
subject to the stipulations in the staff report. 

Mr. Pendley: I will just request that there’s consideration for stipulation 11. Staff had 
recommended removal, so I wondered if the Zoning Board would agree with that. The applicant 
has provided that, so we could remove that if that’s been satisfied. We could remove stipulation 
11. Staff would support that. 
Mr. Fowks: Sean, that’s stipulation number 11? 
Mr. Pendley: That’s correct. Since the time the packet went out the applicant has submitted that 
sight distance analysis and Public Works has accepted that, so that is satisfied, so if the Board 
agreed with staff, we could remove that stipulation. 
Mr. Fowks: I’m okay with removing stipulation 11 from the requirements of the approval. 
Motion seconded by Ms. Morris as amended. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Chair Willnauer: Sean, can you tell us when this will go before the Board of County 
Commissioners? 
Mr. Pendley: I will defer to Michelle since she has the date. 
Ms. Kriks: This item will be on the October 21, 2021, Board of County Commissioners agenda. 

they put the one up by the junior high, and it’s taller than this. We have to have them, and if you’re 
going to have to put one, I don’t think this is a bad place. I’m happy for the property owner that he 
can maybe make some money to have it there, and serve the public at the same time, so I highly 
recommend that we vote for this. 
Mr. Fowks: I agree, Jim. I think it’s sorely needed and with the park going down at the bottom of 
the hill down there. I notice there’s a kid’s playground down there, and I can imagine that cell 
service is going to become important if something happens at that park, or down in that valley. I 
think it’s going to be an asset to the entire community. 
Chair Willnauer: I agree. When I first heard about the applicant, I thought, “I don’t want to have to 

The meeting will start at 9:30 a.m. at the County Administration Building at 111 South Cherry 
Street, Third Floor Board Room, Olathe, Kansas. 
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Michelle. If anyone would like to attend that meeting on October 21st 

at 9:30, that is in this room, and you are welcome to attend. 

VI.  OTHER BUSINESS [none] 

VII. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [none] 
VIII. OLD BUSINESS [none] 
IX. NEW BUSINESS [none] 
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X. ADJOURNMENT 
Motion for adjournment by Mr. Neese, seconded by Ms. Krska. 

Motion carries unanimously. 

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Northeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chair Willnauer, at 7:39 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
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