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NORTHWEST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Conducted as an On-Line Zoom Webinar Meeting 

 
MINUTES 

MAY 18, 2020 
7:00 p.m. 

I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board (conducted as an on-line Zoom meeting), 
Johnson County, Kansas, was convened at 7:01 p.m. on Monday, May 18, 2020, and was called 
to order by Kathleen Willnauer, Chair, with the following members present and participating, to-
wit: Mark Crumbaker, Mike Fowks, Jim Neese, Melissa Morris, Brian Leuenberg, and Carol Krska. 
Also in attendance were Jay Leipzig, Diane Wicklund, and Sean Pendley with the Planning 
Department, Keith Markway, Public Works Department, and Anoush Fardipour, County Building 
Official.  
Chair Willnauer: I do have a virtual meeting statement to read before we get started, so please 
note:  
To reduce the spread of COVID-19, the Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board meeting will be 
conducted online using Zoom Webinar. The board members will not be physically present in the 
board meeting room. 

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

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

Now we will continue with our meeting.   
II.  AGENDA ITEMS 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any additions, deletions or revisions to the agenda for this evening?  
[none] 

Chair Willnauer: Are there any disclosures of conflicts of interest this evening for either 
application?  
[none]  
Chair Willnauer: Disclosure of external contacts or discussions? 
[none].  
III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chair Willnauer: We have the minutes from January 27th that need to be approved. For those that 
attended the February meeting, you may remember that the minutes were not finalized. They 
have been, and we need to approve those first.  
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Motion by Ms. Krska, seconded by Mr. Fowks, that the minutes of the January 27, 2020, meeting 
be approved. Motion carries (6-0-1). Mr. Crumbaker abstained from voting. 

Chair Willnauer: We will now move to approval of the minutes from the February 17th meeting. 
Are there any corrections to the minutes from the February 17th meeting? Then, I would entertain 
a motion to approve those minutes.  
Motion by Ms. Krska, seconded by Mr. Leuenberg, that the minutes of the February 17, 2020, 
meeting be approved. Motion carries (6-0-1). Mr. Fowks abstained from voting. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chair Willnauer: Diane, do you have a report from the Board of County Commissioners for us?  
Ms. Wicklund: Yes. There’s been three applications that this Zoning Board has heard over the 
last couple of months . One was Waverly Estates. It was a preliminary and final plat. The Board 
of County Commissioners approved that. Then next was the conditional use permit for the 
Sunflower Quarry. The Board of County Commissioners also approved that application, and then 
the final one was, the owner name, Senecaut, and that one was also a Conditional Use Permit 
for an accessory building built prior to the house. The Board of County Commissioners also 
approved that. That’s it.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Diane. Do we have any information from the Planning Commission?  
Mr. Neese: We really haven’t had a meeting in the last couple months. If anybody wants to add 
anything that happened three months ago, or two months ago, please do so.  
Mr. Leipzig: Good evening, Madam Chair. Just to follow up on what Commissioner Neese has 
just said, the Planning Commission did not have a meeting on March 24th. Our meeting on April 
28th was also cancelled. At our meeting in February, we had some preliminary concepts that were 
discussed about the revisions to the Planned RUR zoning district. Staff is continuing to work on 
that. We have a Planning Commission meeting scheduled for next Tuesday, the 26th, and we’re 
going to be discussing the PRUR district again in more detail.  
Chair Willnauer: Okay. Thank you, Jay, very much.  
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

Application No. NW 20-41-PP (LE) Preliminary Plat – 30600 W. 143rd Street  
Todd Allenbrand, Payne & Brockway, P. A., applicant, and Kent and Lori Price, 
landowners, requesting Preliminary Plat for five residential lots on 76 acres (Brinlyn 
Ridge), on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 35, Township 13, Range 22. 

Chair Willnauer: We do have just one application this evening. What I would like to do is read you 
the rules for our meeting this evening. Since we are not in the chambers, it will be a little bit 
different. We will go ahead and go in the same order that we usually do. We do have a number 
of public comments this evening. Sean Pendley will state the person’s name, and then he will un-
mute their microphone and they will have three minutes for their comment. They will need to state 
their name and their physical address, so that we have that information for the record. And then, 
Leslie, if you would keep track of the three minutes, and when the three minutes is up, if you 
would please say, “time.” That way the public will know when their time is up for their information 
that they want to give us.  
Ms. Davis: Yes, ma’am.  
Chair Willnauer: I think we’re ready for the Planning department.  
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Ms. Wicklund: I’m going to be the one giving an overview of the application. I think I’m going to 
try to do the shared screen here and scroll through the staff report as we talk. This application is 
for a preliminary plat only. It will maintain the Rural zoning district that it currently has. The 
applicant is proposing a preliminary plat to create five lots on 76 acres. The lot sizes range from 
10 to 21 acres in size. The plat shows – and I’m going to scroll down here a little. Here’s  an aerial 
view of the property, a birds eye view here. There is an existing home on the property and here 
is an aerial view of the surrounding area. It gives you a sense of 143rd Street is down here to the 
south, and then 135th Street is up here at the top of the screen as you can see. The subject 
property is in blue. 
I sketched up the plat, but it’s in two pieces, since the property is so large, at 76 acres.  The plat 
shows lots 1, 2 and 5 sharing an existing driveway, which as you can see, this red dotted line that 
says, “Tract A.” So there’s an existing driveway there. Lots 1, 2 and 5 are going to, with what’s 
proposed, those three lots would access this private driveway. It is not a street, not built to County 
standards. Then, the other two lots, lots 3 and 4, are proposed to have access off of Lakeview 
Drive. If you come back up here, you can see the subdivision. I’m going to mouse over it. It’s to 
the north of the subject property. Those two lots are going to access this Lakeview Drive, which 
goes through this subdivision to the north and then hooks into 135th Street.  
This is one plat, five lots, but because of its large size of 76 acres and how it was created, it’s in 
the interior of this section of land, challenging to develop, but that’s what the plat proposes. This 
here is just a different view of it.  
This tract A will, with the existing driveway, be owned and maintained by a homes association if 
approved. The Regulations, though, state that the applicant is required to build a public street for 
access to those proposed lots, 1, 2 and 5, as you can see here. Then again, lots 3 and 4 are 
going to be accessing Lakeview Drive.  
I want to just give a little quick history here. People might be wondering – and I’ll go back up to 
this aerial picture – how did this 40-foot segment get created? Where this driveway is, the 
driveway itself is about 11 to 12 feet wide. It’s in a 40-ft segment here, which is part of this parcel. 
It’s not a separate tract or anything. It’s not an easement. It’s just part of this parcel. How that 
happened was that this Lane Meadows, which are these platted lots here to the west of that 40-
foot segment, that plat was recorded in 1988.  
So, this private driveway here in the 40-foot segment was created to provide access to this 76 
acres. It was what we call a remnant piece. The 76 acres was left over after this Lane Meadows 
was platted. But when they platted it, they left this 40-foot wide segment, so that this 76 acres – 
and like I said, there’s an existing house right here – so that it had access to the house. And then, 
an 11.5-acre mortgage parcel was divided away from the 76 acres. That’s why you see all the 
blue lines. That was divided in 2003, which is not in compliance with the Subdivision Regulations, 
but that’s a moot point now, since we’re platting. But those two pieces are still under the same 
ownership.  
So then we will just move on to the minimum infrastructure requirements. Those are fairly minimal 
infrastructure requirements for the Rural zoning. However, for the road requirements for the lots 
1, 2 and 5, that are accessing that private driveway that connects to 143rd Street, those lots do 
not meet any of the four road requirements for infrastructure for Rural zoned properties. Those 
are that they have at least a 20-foot wide gravel driving surface that provides continuous access 
to a road that has concrete surface. All abutting gravel roads shall be at least 20 feet wide. Again, 
because of this tract and the driveway, it doesn’t meet that, because those parcels don’t have any 
street frontage. So that’s the third road requirement that it doesn’t meet, that those lots, 1, 2 and 
5, basically have zero street frontage since they’re accessing that driveway and not a street that’s 
built to County standards.  
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There are waivers after that, and that’s really lots 1, 2 and 5. The lots 3 and 4, I’ll just go back up 
here real quick. The lots 3 and 4 that are accessing Lakeview Drive, they are extending that cul-
de-sac bulb here that you can see, so Lakeview Drive is a dead-end street. The applicant is 
proposing to build this new cul-de-sac bulb that would provide access to lots 3 and 4. That cul-
de-sac bulb will be built to County standards, and so it does meet those requirements. When I’m 
talking about waivers from the road requirements, I’m really only referring to lots 1, 2 and 5.  
Just to go on with the infrastructure requirements, in terms of the stormwater, there was a 
stormwater management plan and a stormwater quality management plan that was submitted 
and has been accepted by the Public Works department. Those two plans have been approved.  
These lots will just use a septic system, obviously, because there are no sewers out here. In terms 
of water, the requirements for water supply in the Rural zoning districts, it’s just recommended – 
it’s not required – that water be provided, be available from a public water source. Potable water 
is required, but not water supply from a public water source. Now, just a quick note, I believe the 
applicant has stated that his intent is for water service, for domestic service, to be provided by 
Water District 7. But, it would not have to meet fire flow requirements, because the water line 
sizes just aren’t available for that.   
However, the County Building Official, which is Anoush Fardipour - and I believe he is here on 
the meeting as well – the County Building Official also reviews plats in subdivisions, specifically 
in regard to the fire access road requirements that are part of the Fire Code. He also looks at fire 
flow availability and requirements for and location of fire hydrants. When Anoush reviewed this 
plat, the applicant hired a fire protection engineer to provide an engineering analysis of how these 
five lots comply with the Fire Code. What that report resulted in is the lots 3 and 4 – again, those 
are the ones that are accessing Lakeview Drive – do meet the Fire Code requirements in terms 
of a fire access road. The lots 1, 2 and 5 do not. If the plat would be recommended for approval 
from the Zoning Board, with its current configuration, staff and Building Codes, Anoush, would 
probably recommend a continuance so that the fire protection engineer can complete their 
analysis and their plan for meeting the Fire Code for lots 1, 2 and 5. We just want to keep that in 
mind. Very important in terms of public safety.  
In conclusion, the minimum infrastructure requirements, there are actually four waivers that would 
need to be approved with the plat in this configuration if the Zoning Board wanted to recommend 
approval.  Planning staff is recommending denial of those four waivers from minimum 
infrastructure requirements. Those are specifically in regard to the road infrastructure 
requirements. I can go into that a little bit, but the main reason – and again, those waivers would 
only be for lots 1,2 and 5 – some of the reasons why we would be recommending denial of those 
waivers – because emergency services are difficult to provide to multiple homes on an 
unaddressed, long, private driveway. That private driveway does not meet the intent of the Fire 
Code currently as proposed. Probably most important is that those three lots – lots 1, 2 and 5 – 
do not have any frontage onto a County street that’s built to County standards.  
As we continue along with our plat analysis here, there are two plat exceptions that would also be 
required if this plat is to be recommended for approval as is. The first plat exception is that very 
basic subdivision regulation that talks about in the Rural zoning district providing lots with street 
access and street frontage. Again, lots 3 and 4 comply with that, because they’re building that 
new cul-de-sac bulb. And they’re accessing Lakeview Drive, and existing county street. These 
lots, 1, 2 and 5, do not have frontage, and they don’t provide any street access. That’s a very 
important,  basic component of subdivision regulations. The same reasons apply why staff is not 
supporting that plat exception, as with the waivers. Again, for emergency services, not having any 
street frontage, not meeting the Fire Code. So then, there’s a second plat exception that would 
also need to be required, which is – and if I go back up here, this aerial helps us with this plat 
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exception number two – which is for an over-length cul-de-sac. If you’ll remember, lots 3 and 4 
are here, where you can see my mouse. They are going to build that new cul-de-sac bulb off of 
Lakeview Drive. That’s going to provide access to lots 3 and 4. That Lakeview Drive, then, extends 
all the way up to 135th Street. So, once they put that bulb on there, it results in about a 2900-foot 
long cul-de-sac. The maximum is 2,000 feet in the Regulations. So that plat exception would also 
need to be addressed. Actually, for this plat exception for that over-length cul-de-sac, Planning 
staff is recommending approval of that, primarily because this extension of the street, it’s a minor 
extension, that new cul-de-sac bulb of about 100 feet. It’s providing access for only two new lots. 
And with it having a turn-around, that actually promotes traffic safety, a turn-around for emergency 
vehicles and helps facilitate traffic flow. In addition Lakeview Drive, like I mentioned before, also 
meets the Fire Code requirements in terms of fire access road. So, Planning staff would be 
supporting that one plat exception.  
I also just wanted to mention here, before I get to the recommendations, that we did receive some 
letters and emails from the neighbors. I believe four of those were in your packet at the end of the 
staff report. And then, we actually received one letter today through email from  Mike and Jeanette 
Rietcheck . We will include all of those letters and emails into the public record, and those will be 
forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners with this application packet.  
Right now as it stands, Planning staff is recommending denial of the preliminary plat. We are 
recommending denial of the four waivers from the minimum infrastructure requirements for roads. 
We are recommending denial of the plat exception for providing lots with street access and street 
frontage in regard to the lots 1, 2 and 5, which are accessing this private driveway. Then, also 
recommending approval of the plat exception for the over-length cul-de-sac.  
That’s quite a bit of information here. I know I’ve been talking for a while. We do have some 
alternatives that we can talk about later if the Zoning Board wishes to work with the applicant on 
potential alternative designs. Then, just a quick note that at the end of the staff report, if the Zoning 
Board wants to recommend approval of the plat as is, there’s information and reasons and 
analysis that we would need to go through, but we can get to that later. I think at this point I’m just 
going to stop and see if I can try to answer questions. I believe the applicant’s engineer is also on 
the meeting.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much, Diane. At this time, are there any questions of Planning 
staff from the Zoning Board? Yes, Jim?  
Mr. Neese: My first question is, I would like the staff to define the difference between this driveway, 
which looks like to me services three lots – 1, 2 and 5, I think – compared to our issues when we 
have single entryways for more than one lot off of a main arterial, a regular street. It looks like to 
me that if this stands, and it sets a precedent, that some people could get pretty creative with 
some shared driveways. That’s basically my major question.  
Ms. Wicklund: Yes. I think my first response is, remember that the Subdivision Regulations require 
that when you subdivide land, that lots are required by the Regulations to have street frontage 
onto a street that’s built to County standards. That’s the first thing. The second thing is, then after 
that, each lot, if it has direct access onto an arterial, or even if it doesn’t, it has to have a lot width 
requirement, but also street frontage requirements. If the Zoning Board remembers, that has 
changed  recently. For example, if you had some lots fronting onto 143rd Street that street frontage 
requirement would be 330 feet of street frontage. This driveway and lots 1, 2 and 5 don’t have 
street frontage. So, in the past we’ve talked about…So, this is a driveway. It’s not a street. It’s not 
a road. It’s not built to any public street County standards.  
I think you’re right, Jim, in the sense that typically the shared driveways that we see are where 
two lots share an entrance, but those lots both have street frontage. I don’t know if I’m going to 
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be able to do this, but I do have an example here. I don’t know if people can see, but this is an 
example. It’s called Hedge Acres. I’m hoping you guys can see on your screen. I’m going to try to 
minimize it a little bit. This is one that’s been approved several years ago. You see, it’s two lots. 
Here’s the street, Hedge Lane. Do you see where my mouse is? There’s the shared access 
easement. But these two lots have quite a bit of frontage onto Hedge Lane, if you can see that. 
So, we have two lots with a lot of street frontage, yet this is their shared access point, and then 
they can veer off after the apron and then build whatever driveway they want. So that’s something 
that we would support. Something that’s only two lots to share a driveway, but the driveway area 
has easement area that is maybe 60 feet wide, 30 feet deep, something like that. Then, the lots 
front onto a street built to County standards.  
What I think you’re asking, Jim, then shared driveways - which this is, you’re correct – that we 
would typically not support, would be configurations where there’s more than two lots sharing a 
driveway. If it’s a very long, narrow driveway, which is the case here, and that the lots that do not 
have frontage onto a street built to County standards. These are actually some of the reasons 
that spurred the County to adopt street standards a long time ago. Because there are examples 
of this, but from 20-plus years ago. Regulations have changed. We have learned some lessons 
about what’s appropriate when you want to share a driveway.  
So, this Zoning Board might remember this plat. I’m going to show you an example now of maybe 
what Planning staff would not support. It’s called Painted M Ranch. It was at 127th Street, and  
Homestead Lane. I’m going to try to zoom in. If you’ll remember, the landowner had a horse 
ranch/farm here, had two or three houses. But he had this driveway, and so he came in with this 
proposed plat where he was going to have some lots front onto this driveway. It wasn’t a street. 
Again, not a street, not built to County standards, just a driveway. I don’t know if some of the 
Zoning Board remember this, but Planning staff did not support it. I believe that the Zoning Board 
ended up not supporting it, and then after the Zoning Board meeting, they actually withdrew the 
application. And then, they came back just with three lots fronting onto 127th Street, had direct 
access to a county public street. It had the required street frontage. Here’s an aerial, so you can 
see, he was wanting to use, if you can see my mouse, this driveway. He had a pretty elaborate 
driveway system here, because he had a lot of acreage, again not built to County standards, but 
he was wanting to use that. So that’s a pretty similar situation to this plat that we’re looking in 
terms of lots 1, 2 and 5. So, that probably was too long of an answer, but I hope that helps a little 
bit.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions of Diane? 
Ms. Krska: I just wondered, is there a reason that the cul-de-sac roads – I think you mentioned it, 
but I missed it – are usually limited to 2,000 feet? 
Ms. Wicklund: Correct. The Subdivision Regulations have a maximum of 2,000 feet for cul-de-
sac length for properties that have Rural zoning or that PRUR zoning. If it has Residential zoning, 
then it’s 700 feet maximum, but 2,000 feet in this case would be the maximum for cul-de-sac 
length.  
Ms. Krska; Do you know what the reasoning was behind that? Because like, yeah, we can extend 
it to 2,900 feet, but is 2,000 just a number then? I was just curious why it’s a third more that you’re 
like, “Okay.”  
Ms. Wicklund: So remember, in this particular case, Lakeview Drive is a dead-end street. They’re 
adding on that cul-de-sac bulb, so the extension itself is only about 100 feet in terms of that cul-
de-sac bulb that they’re adding on to this Lakeview Drive, to this dead-end street. I think in general 
– and I don’t know if Keith Markway or Mr. Fardipour have some thoughts on this, too, but I think 
in general – and I didn’t write that regulation – but they look at cul-de-sac length in regard to 
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access to emergency services. If you have too long of a cul-de-sac you can also isolate that 
subdivision, so you’re not having connectivity to surrounding vacant land. That may or may not 
be appropriate in certain places. So those are a few of the planning principles about why 
regulations will put a maximum length on cul-de-sacs. I don’t know if that helps or if Mr. Fardipour 
and Keith want to add to that.  
Ms. Krska: Yes, because I assumed it’s…I know if subdivisions are big enough you have to have 
two ways out to be able to empty out everybody, and it’s a safety issue, so that’s why –  
Ms. Wicklund: Correct.  
Ms. Krska: I mean, I was just like, gosh, that’s a third more. I didn’t know if you know, well there’s 
only four people along that road or that could be. I just didn’t know if there was some other driving 
reason for that recommendation.  
Ms. Wicklund: Yes.  
Mr. Fardipour: Just a little bit of background on this. You are absolutely correct. This is actually 
the final changes we received. This, when it started was multiple lots, I think 10 or 11 lots, and 
finally it came to this final.  A few years talking with the developer. The final was, since the existing 
subdivision to the north off of Lakeview Drive, according to the Fire Code, if the lots within the 
subdivisions are more than 30, then there has to be second means of access to the subdivision. 
This one didn’t have. When I said I didn’t accept it, then they hired a design professional to 
address this section. They come up with some additional features for the houses, providing 
noncombustible roofing material, fire alarm system, monitoring and providing the approved cul-
de-sac for fire truck.  
Then, if you look at the subdivision, I think this going to be the end of the  cul-de-sac. They have 
multiple cul-de-sac on this one, which when you come through it, they give you some cut-off in 
case any turn-around or anything maneuvering in this existing Lake Drive is not a straight line. If 
you go further north, you see there is actually three cul-de-sacs to the west of this Lakeview Drive. 
These are…some point was given by the discussion with the fire protection engineer, which we 
come up to accept…before there was multiple more lots get access, but finally came up with two 
lots and then with discussion with the Fire District and the capability of maneuvering their vehicles 
in that street per County standards, then we come up to resolution to accept those additional lots 
and meet the road design load for heavy vehicles and the turn-around cul-de-sac per Fire Code 
guidelines. Then, they didn’t see that much problem having 100 feet extra onto the end of that 
existing drive, or road, Lakeview Drive.  
That’s what we come up with acceptance on that, but in the meantime, the discussion was the 
other side, the access from the south side. I call that one driveway, existing driveway for the single 
lot. That being said, that single driveway – I think 11 feet or 12 feet, but I think it’s 11 feet, 
plus/minus – which is just drive-in access to the single house, that was okay, because in that time, 
before us, fire access road is going to be 143rd  and rest of that is going to be just driveway to the 
property. Since this is going to be multiple lots, that’s what was very questionable for us. However 
this one is almost more than 3,000 feet long and about 11 feet wide and this driveway can act as 
a fire access road to multiple lots. According to Fire Code minimum is 20 feet up to 500 feet If it 
goes more than 500 feet, then it has to be up to 750 feet, it has to be 26 feet If it’s going to be 
more than 700 feet, then it has to be a special provision which is going to be discussed by the 
Fire Marshall, the Fire Chief, and the developer to come up with a resolution and see what they 
come up.  
This is just above and beyond even minimum code requirements. I’m talking about the access, 
getting from 143rd. These are the one which we have to discuss more with the fire protection 
engineer to see if they can come with additional features or any proposal, we can discuss that. At 
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the moment, this is not acceptable. I cannot really accept any way. I don’t know, how is the grade, 
how is the site vision in case of emergency, how is the – what do they call it – road curvature. The 
way it works out, these are the one they have to guiding factor to make something approve or 
disapprove. This to us, is still preliminary. We cannot accept that.  
Going back to your question, Carol, that 100 feet to the whole scope of that existing subdivision, 
we thought it’s going to be minor, because it’s just two lots, and those two lots having very wide 
turn-around, which also some existing, if you see, off of 136th, 137th, and Lakeview Circle, those 
are three streets which is able to fire trucks or any emergency truck to maneuver before coming 
to the end of this. I hope this explanation was adequate for Zoning Board. If anybody has any 
question, please, you can ask.  
Ms. Krska: That was perfect for me. Thank you, Anoush. 
Mr. Fardipour: You’re welcome. Thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions of the Planning department from the board 
members?  
Mr. Neese: One question. With a driveway like this, if this were to be approved, what kind of 
precedent does this set on other pieces of property when somebody is going to want to come in 
and say, “Hey, this was allowed in this situation. Why can’t you allow it in mine?” What kind of 
impact do you think that this is going to take on future requests, future situations if somebody 
wants to develop a piece of property? 
Mr. Pendley: That is something that is certainly a precedent if a decision is made to grant a waiver, 
or some type of an exception for this type of driveway. Certainly that does open up the potential 
question for setting precedent. That’s why, as Diane pointed out in her staff presentation and in 
the report, staff has held that consistent with this type of recommendation to require it to comply 
with the Subdivision Regulations as noted. If there was an exception granted, it would be 
something that would have to be some type of justification provided why that would be allowed. 
Certainly, if there was some type of modification or something that would warrant that, it could be 
considered, but staff has evaluated this and we did not see any reason for why any type of 
justification would be provided in this case, because it didn’t meet any of the warrants for why an 
exception would be allowed. I don’t know if Diane has anything more to add to that, but that’s just 
from a general standpoint, setting a precedent, that would be something that we would be 
concerned with. That’s something that also could be discussed with the Board of County 
Commissioners as well.  
Mr. Fardipour: Can I respond also, please? Jim, also if it wants to be approved this one is going 
to be in direct conflict with the minimum Fire Code requirement, which is minimum 20 feet. The 
minimum required fire access road to the parcel of property in this case. Then, if you want to 
accept that, somehow we have to have very solid justification, because this one is going to be a 
precedent for the rest of the projects come in, then I will have a hard time to ask anybody else, 
“Hey, you have to have minimum 20 feet wide.” If you approve somewhere 11 or 12 feet, then 
what we can do for rest of the project, or the other applicants, which we always have? They always 
followed this requirement and provided it as we needed. As you see, both those two samples still 
meet and give 20 feet on each, those 20 feet was minimum fire access, which was 20 plus 20 
feet, to 40 feet It’s 40 by 60 . Thank you.  
Ms. Krska: I just have one more question. Is there any place that defines the length of a driveway? 
It seems like this would have to be, into a subdivision, an internal road. And we have definitions 
for internal roads and accessing. But is there anything that defines the difference like a link or 
anything that defines the difference between a driveway and an internal road?  
Mr. Pendley: Diane, do you have something that might define that? 
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Ms. Wicklund: Sure. There’s a couple of things. Maybe Keith Markway can add in on this, too. 
Remember, there’s two different types of access. A couple of years ago, we made regulation 
changes, so lots can have direct access onto the arterial roads, like 135th Street, 143rd Street, if 
they have that minimum street frontage that I talked about earlier, the 330 feet. So that’s one. So 
there wouldn’t really a length with that, but then the person would get their own driveway and can 
turn and built it from there. 
Mr. Pendley: I may have mentioned to the board, somebody may have their computer audio on 
and their phone on and we’re hearing an echo effect, so if somebody does have their phone on, 
you want to mute the phone or mute the computer audio. Thank you.  
Ms. Wicklund: Hopefully that’ll help. I was hearing myself. I couldn’t talk. Anyway, so that’s one 
way. So then, if somebody’s lot has direct access, there is a driveway entrance permit required. 
It has a certain width to it, but then once you get on that private land, there’s really no requirement 
for the driveway. So that’s one situation.  
Then, the second situation when you’re talking about an internal street – and we can just look at 
the aerial here on the screen – which is when you develop and plat a subdivision like this, Burning 
Tree Villas, this Lakeview Drive and Lakeview Circle are internal roads, and there are street 
standards that you have to build to. Those are really street requirements and not necessarily a 
driveway link requirement. I don’t know if that helps ,and I don’t know if Keith Markway wants to 
add in on that. I think it just depends on if you’re doing an interior, internal local subdivision road 
versus having direct access and just having a driveway that you can get approved.  
Mr. Pendley: Are there any other questions? Okay, I’ll turn it back over to Chair Willnauer.  
Chair Willnauer: I was just going to ask if there were any other questions from the Zoning Board 
to Planning staff? If not, then we are ready for the applicant presentation. If the applicant would 
please provide us with a brief overview of the proposal and comments in response to the staff 
report. Please list your name and address when you speak.  
Mr. Pendley: I am trying to promote Mr. Manifold to have rights to speak, make sure he’s set up. 
Hopefully now Brett can hear us.  
Mr. Manifold: I’m available. Can you hear me?  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you. We can hear you now.  
Brett Manifold, Applicant, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and made the following 
comments:  

Mr. Manifold: I’d kind of like to let my engineer talk first and run through things. Then I’ll definitely 
be available for comments and questions as we go, which would be Todd  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: That will be fine. 
Mr. Pendley: Brett, did you have a presentation, or were you going to provide any comments?  
Mr. Manifold: I can be. I believe if we can put Todd Allenbrand, my engineer on, I’d like him to 
start with most of it and then I will gladly comment and talk as needed.  
[Connecting to Todd Allenbrand via Zoom.] 
Todd Allenbrand, Payne and Brockway, 426 S. Kansas Avenue, Olathe, Kansas, appeared before 
the zoning board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Allenbrand: As Brett mentioned, I’m here representing Brett on behalf of the property owners. 
I’d like to point out just a couple things. I think Brett and I can agree that the lots, specifically 1, 2 
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and 5, obviously don’t meet the intent of the County regulations. However, this is a unique piece 
of property, being the fact that way that there was access allowed off of 143rd Street with their 
driveway that goes up to the site. I will say that I appreciate the example that Diane supplied 
regarding the other subdivisions. However, I just want to point out that there is a difference 
between those subdivisions, or those properties she showed, and this property. The big reason, 
before I get into the nuts and bolts a little bit, is that those properties had a substantial amount of 
the property already abutting existing county road right-of-way. So, essentially, they had direct 
access at some point at farther links along an existing county road than this site does to the south. 
This property, to 143rd Street, only has that 40-foot strip to get to the county access. To the north, 
obviously, there’s a public street that dead-ends up the north property line through Burning Tree.  
We have addressed all of those comments with the cul-de-sac, and I think we can all agree that 
that’s a very acceptable resolution, putting that cul-de-sac in there. A little bit of the back story is, 
I think Ms. Krska, to answer one of your questions about a second connection, the property, not 
only does it have the restraint of the 40-foot strip coming off of 143rd Street, but there is a FEMA-
regulated flood plain that dissects this property from the southwest corner to approximately the 
northeast corner of the property, as well as – I’m sorry I don’t have a  presentation or something 
to show you, but I think you’ve got all the staff reports there with the pictures – as well as there’s 
a cross-country power line that follows the flood plain or creek area in a similar manner, as well 
as a cross-country high pressure gas line that runs from about the central part of the north side 
southeasterly across the property and then into the other platted properties to the south, and 
continues on southeasterly, but it comes out near that 40-foot strip.  
With all that said, it makes it a tough venture to try to get a public road across to make connectivity 
from 143rd Street to Lakeview Drive, being the fact the expense just to cross the flood plain with 
a public street is enormous when you’re talking the size of this subdivision – five lots – as well as 
trying to cross the gas line. That’s some more restraints by those providers that just would make 
this project unfeasible from a cost standpoint.  
On the conversation about the public road coming off 143rd Street, the applicant, Brett, has 
reached out to some of the landowners to see if they would be willing, or what their thought was, 
about dedicating some land to potentially construct a public road that meets county standards 
with the correct right-of-way and such. At this point those property owners weren’t interested in a 
public road, being the fact that they didn’t see a need for it yet, as it stands for their property for 
future development. I can’t speak for them, so either they weren’t interested in the development, 
or they had no desire to develop. I’m not really 100 percent sure of the reasons. Then the property 
owner to the west, it would’ve been a difficult chore to get public road right-of-way from him. We 
would have expanded to the minimum required public road right-of-way it most likely would have 
the road sitting almost against his building that stood to the southeast of his house. So, we thought 
what we would do would be come up with a tract that would encompass all of this driveway, which 
is show on the preliminary plat as tract A, which is approximately a four-acre tract, that would be 
owned and maintained by the lots 1, 2 and 5, and there would be an agreement where they would 
share the cost for maintenance of this driveway and share the cost, the taxes, for the parcel and 
whatever other expenses might arise.  
We thought that would be the best way to do it, just for the fact that, again, there wasn’t enough 
room to meet the right-of-way requirements and enough room to even put in a big enough road 
that would meet the requirements of a public road, because there just wasn’t room for that 40-
foot strip. So, the idea of the tract came up, and then we would have that tract reserved at final 
platting for future road right-of-way. So, at the time that the landowners to the west or to the east 
would be interested in some development in extension of public roads, then that tract could be 
dedicated to road right-of-way and there could be, obviously, some costs to share in constructing 
a public road that meets the standards for the County.  
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I know that the drive is currently somewhere around 11 to 13 feet, depending on where you 
measure it. I think at this point Brett – and I speak for Brett, and he can add to this – he would be 
willing to widen the road to meet the 20 feet That’s a combination of gravel and asphalt and it’s 
something we would have to look at, so that it would have fire access. It would meet that 
requirement. Also, on the fire suppression side for those lots, I think he would be comfortable with 
building either a pond that would meet the requirements to have the additional water for fire 
service, or a cistern or a combination of those options. I did show that currently, I demonstrated 
that the driveway will allow for a fire truck to maneuver around the driveway and turn-around at 
the very west end. There currently is a turn-around at that west end by a barn, before you get to 
the driveway that actually takes you to the house that’s on the site. We had demonstrated that 
the fire truck can make that turn with the some modifications to the asphalt, and if they only 
needed to go up to where the driveway kind of has a Y and goes off to the west, they could also 
utilize that area as a hammerhead. That was using the 11-foot to 13-foot driveway, so I think that 
if Brett adds on to what they need to meet the 20-foot requirement, it would substantially meet the 
need for a fire truck. And if he needed a bypass, an additional area to bypass, I think we can find 
some spots to accommodate additional widths that won’t interfere with adjacent property owners 
at all.  
I also know there were some comments and some questions that I saw in the emails. I think some 
of those might have to be addressed directly by Planning staff, because we can’t speak on some 
of those. I can say that the property owners of lots 1, 2 and 5 won’t be wanting to get into a homes 
association, nor any of these lots, in a homes association with Burning Tree. I know that we didn’t 
have a study, but I would assume there’s not going to be much…There’s going to be additional 
traffic going through Burning Tree, but I don’t think that the traffic is going to be substantial that it 
would cause any concerns. I think staff would agree that that wouldn’t be a concern with them.  
I just want to point out and emphasize that this is kind of a unique situation, being the fact that 
there’s just this 40-foot strip to access that whole site. We think we have come up with a creative 
idea to address that, even a better resolution that we had when had proposed that to be, I think, 
somewhere around eight lots. Brett can speak on that. Brett has been dealing with this with 
Planning staff a lot longer than I’ve been involved with him. I’m not even sure how long he’s been 
dealing with it. But I think we have some ideas that would meet it. As for setting a precedent, I 
think that if you take the cases individually that have unique situations, I think that’s how you 
would look at it. We don’t feel like you’re necessarily setting a precedent for anybody to come in 
and do this, because I don’t think – I can’t speak for sure 100 percent – but I don’t think there’s 
that many properties that have a scenario similar to this. But there’s not that many properties that 
have an opportunity to establish a private driveway and set it up to be converted at the time when 
it’s required, into a public right-of-way. That’s what we’d be proposing – having the three lots 
access a tract that has a drive-in there that’s reserved for future platting or future dedication for a 
public road right-of-way. I think that’s it. If you have any questions, I’d be happy to answer.  
Ms. Davis: His time is up.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Todd. Brett, do you have anything that you’d like to add?  
Mr. Manifold: I am the one petitioning for this zoning. One thing I’d like to add is, I have met the 
Fire Chief for Northwest Consolidated out on property. Anoush was there for a good portion of 
the time, but they have been very supportive of what they can and cannot do with their trucks. 
Everything has been cleared through them on both entrances. On the Lakeview Drive entrance, 
they welcomed a cul-de-sac because that only improves the current situation of 2800 feet Yeah, 
we’re going to add another 100 ft to that roadway, but it gives them a place that they can turn 
around their big aerial ladder trucks and allows them better access to that area. So, they are very 
supportive of something like that.  
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On the other side, coming in off 143rd, with the few provisions that Todd has already put in the 
plan, they were comfortable in its current state, but Mr. Anoush feels that it doesn’t meet the code, 
and we have presented to them that that is something we are very much willing to address on the 
final plat if we get all this through, to widen it and to make sure that both Anoush and the Fire 
Department are very comfortable with what is going to be a permanent thing.  
I might add, when I say permanent thing, this is just until future development of the area. It’s not 
designed to be a permanent access to these three lots. It will be something that is buildable upon, 
to where in the future when the expansion of Johnson County happens in this area, it’s providing 
the access, which is what the whole planning and zoning and everything is about. We’re trying 
very hard to meet all of the expectations for future. Like Todd said, I’ve been dealing with this 
property for right at three years now, and have had many meetings with Diane and Anoush and 
the whole Planning staff. It’s been an interesting project because this does not meet the normal 
situations that most plots of land have, because there are so many circumstances that come into 
play with, like Todd said, the power lines, the gas lines, the flood plain, the limited access. It’s a 
unique piece of property, but in making and doing these five tracts – which we did start with eight 
– it makes a beautiful subdivision within the Johnson County area that will have tax advantages 
greatly on it. I think that’s it for me, unless somebody has a question for Todd or I.  
Chair Willnauer: Brett, thank you. Unless Todd has another comment that he’d like to make, then 
we will take questions for the applicant from the Zoning Board members.  
Mr. Allenbrand: I would just like to add that Brett also has indicated – I know Diane had mentioned 
it – about taking potable water from the line along 143rd Street, and that would be the plan, to 
bring individual water line services to the other two properties. Obviously, the existing house has 
a water line, so his intent would be to set a meter for each property down by the right-of-way and 
then run the potable water line to the houses. That’s all I wanted to add.  
Chair Willnauer: All right. Thank you, Todd. Questions from the board members? Carol? 
Ms. Krska: Just to reiterate, is the amount of right-of-way, or easement, or property, I guess, that 
the driveway currently has, is that not enough to widen and make it like an interior road that would 
comply with the County requirements for the subdivision? Because you said, later we’ll get other 
people to donate right-of-way and we’ll make a real road. So, is there not enough? 
Mr. Allenbrand: Ms. Krska, currently – I don’t know how familiar you are with the landowners out 
there, but – to the west along the 40-foot strip are people by the name of Rietcheck. I believe I’m 
pronouncing that correctly, hopefully I am. That piece of property, the 40-foot strip from 143rd to 
the north property line of Mr. Rietcheck’s property, that’s just 40 foot wide. It’s approximately a 
quarter mile long. That’s just not enough room. It doesn’t meet the minimum requirement for the 
type of road that would need to be constructed in there. So that’s the problem. Those property 
owners to the west – Mr. Rietcheck’s property – it would put it really close to his current shed, the 
right-of-way, and then to the east, those landowners didn’t have any interest at this time to 
dedicate an additional 40 feet to accomplish it for that same stretch. But one of the property 
owners to the west, Payne and Brockway has done a lot of work with them. We’ve done some 
conceptual layouts for him, mainly so that he could set his house, and then if it ever developed in 
the future, it wouldn’t interfere with the road. One of the layouts we had shown was a public street 
that would come off 143rd Street and then T’d off to the east, approximately the same location 
where we’re proposing the tract A that goes back to the west. I don’t know if that necessarily has 
a bearing, but there’s a thought down the road with those property owners where they have 
thought out what a potential road connection would be. Granted, staff has never seen these 
drawings. They were used internally for him when we did their platting back in, I think it was 2005, 
is what I want to say. I don’t remember that exactly for sure. But when they went to design their 
house they wanted to make sure they set their house in such a way that if it would ever develop 



 

Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board 13 May 18, 2020 

somewhere between, say, two to ten-acre lots, that it would fit in well with the street configuration. 
So, that was just some more information for you, if that helps answer your question.  
Ms. Krska; So, the 40-foot that you have is not enough to build a 20-foot wide road?  
Mr. Allenbrand: No, we could build it. It’s enough to…It’s enough for us to do the 20-foot road, but 
we don’t have enough to do a full-blown typical section that would be in the county, which would 
include the road width and the shoulders, ditch sections. It’s just not enough room to accomplish 
all that in that 40 feet We need more right-of-way to do something like that, according to the 
standards that the County has set.  
Ms. Krska: Can the County comment on that? Mr. Fardipour, if he’s still on, or anybody from the 
County, comment on the 40-foot and yielding a 20-foot driving section with six-foot shoulders, is 
32, plus ditches.  
Ms. Wicklund: I want Keith Markway to comment here, but I believe they would need at least 60 
feet of right-of-way to build a street built to County standards. Remember, that’s separate from 
just this 20-foot wide driving surface that Mr. Fardipour is talking about, that would meet the fire 
code requirements for a fire access lane or road. So those are two different things. If they extend 
that to 20 feet, that’s not building a street to County standards. That’s just providing the basic 
minimum for the Fire Code. I don’t know if Keith…Keith if you are listening in, if you could maybe 
add to that.  
Mr. Markway: Our minimum street, private or public street, has to be 26 feet wide, with no curbs, 
or if it’s a curbed street, it’d have to be 28 feet wide. A curbed street has to be in a 50-foot wide 
right-of-way and without curbs it has to be 70-foot right-of-way. It’s the same standards for the 
private streets as it is for public streets, because people build private streets, and as soon as they 
sell the properties, the property owners come in and want the County to take it over and make it 
a public street. Normally, typically they’re 20-foot. A fire lane is usually like a back entrance to a 
subdivision where they don’t have connectivity and they’ll have a gated 20-foot driveway for the 
fire access, but they still have a public road that goes into the subdivision. A 20-foot is the 
minimum for a fire road, a public road.  
Ms. Krska: Okay, thank you. That explains it. Thank you very much.  
Mr. Markway: It also includes the thickness of the pavement. We don’t have any idea what the 
driveway for now is built to, but if they were going to make it a street, they would have to have the 
full eight inches of asphalt, or whatever the standard is for the type of street they want to build.  
Mr. Fardipour: Carol, you asked also for my response. That fire access road, the minimum 
guideline for that should be 20 feet wide, 13-foot 6-inch high clearance, has to sustain 75,000 
pounds of truck axle load, and has to be all weather. It has to sustain all of those. These are the 
one they have to comply with. As you know, the question is 20 feet in length. Another issue is this 
is a very, very long fire access road it will be, almost 3,000 feet. Then, as I said before, 20 feet 
goes up to 500 feet; 501 to 750 it has to 26 feet; past 26 feet, which is when Public Works come 
in, the minimum. Then if it’s going to be above 750 feet, it has to be discussed again, how wide it 
has to be or how design practices come from the fire protection in general or City in general to 
comply with the Code.  
But at this moment, at least for these three parcels, the best we can look at it is, it would need the 
20 feet from compliance with the Fire Code. The way I’m looking at is very, very long. If it was 
smaller…This is three, almost four times, above and beyond the codes.  That’s why our hands 
are pretty tied, somewhat, to come up for approval. We’d be glad to listen to the fire protection 
engineer if they have any other trade-off. They always have a right to propose any new design 
they can provide to us, and we’d be glad to look at it, but if it’s appropriate and meets the intent 
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of the Code, we’d be glad to accept. That’s all we need for that access from the northwest. Thank 
you.  
Mr. Neese: I’ve got a couple questions. One, if…There’s a lot of if’s, and “maybe in the future.” In 
the future, the people that would pay for the road that would go in there I would assume would be 
the adjacent property owners. Two, the existing property owners who are adjacent to the driveway 
would have to give up some of their property for the easement for the new road going in there. 
What’s the cost…? I know this is a general question, but if you put in from scratch a half a mile of 
road, or a mile of road – we could break it down to this – what would be a ballpark cost? The 
reason I ask that is, if you’ve got a couple property owners and you say you’re going to have to 
come up with half a million dollars or whatever that number is, the “maybe” or “in the future plan,” 
that may never happen for years. So, those three things I’d like for somebody to address those.  
Ms. Wicklund: Keith, I don’t know if you could maybe talk about cost estimates. I don’t have those 
numbers.  
Mr. Markway: There’s a lot of different numbers, depending on what type of road you’re building, 
but I think Brett could tell us how much it would cost to build a 3,000-foot road. I think he’s looked 
at those numbers.  
Mr. Manifold: I only have preliminary cost estimates, but in order to do about a half mile, we are 
looking at somewhere in the neighborhood of about $250,000 to make a 26-inch wide with ditch 
sections. That was for asphalt section. There would probably be a little more grading work to be 
involved in that, but it was somewhere in the neighborhood of $250,000 to $300,000 to do a half 
mile.  
Mr. Neese: The last time that the people that I asked the question, they said to asphalt over 
asphalt on an existing road for a mile costs $750,000. That’s just for the asphalt.  
Mr. Allenbrand: Jim, your questions is probably…Brett got a number, and I don’t know if that was 
just…he might have been quoting just the asphalt. The number he was looking at wasn’t a mile. 
To build that road from 143rd back to the driveway that goes to the existing house is approximately 
2,700 feet, let’s say, to round it. To build something like that, there’s a lot of stuff that comes into 
play until you actually get out and see what’s out on site and do some topo, but to build an asphalt 
road with the shoulder and ditch sections in a county-style road, you’re probably talking…Like I 
said, there’s some variables, so I’m just going probably shoot like a high number, just so you have 
an idea, but you’re probably talking somewhere, realistically, around to $400- to $500,000 to build 
that 2,700 feet. But again, until you’ve actually surveyed it and gotten an idea of how those ditches 
are going to work and if you’re going to need some sort of culverts across the road, which I’ve 
tried to figure in some storm sewer in  that cost analysis. It’s just a real “fly by the seat of your 
pants” kind of cost. But it can get up to that, get as high as $500,000 for a road like that.  
Mr. Neese: Thanks. I was just wanting to get a feel for…It’s been said that in the future the folks 
may want to do it or may not want to do it. The cost is going to go up in the future, and then the 
people are going to have to give up the additional right-of-way, so what I’m trying to think in my 
mind, what realistically in the next 10 or 15 years, whether or not that’s really going to happen. 
Or, if we would approve this, whether or not we would just have a long driveway like we’ve got 
now. That’s all. Thank you.  
Mr. Allenbrand: To add more information, something to develop this property in the future where 
you would actually come in and build a county-style road, that being no curbs with a ditch section 
and shoulders, I would assume what would drive that would be the availability of sanitary sewers, 
where you could go down, the lots could be subdivided again to somewhere in the range of 10-
acre, similar to what’s in Burning Tree, or what you see when sewers come in. Still maintain the 
large lot characteristics, but you now have more lots. What that does is that gives you the ability 
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to generate revenue to help offset your costs to build type of roads. That’s just my opinion, given 
what we’ve seen.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions for the applicant of the Zoning Board members? 
Sean, are you seeing any hands up? 
Mr. Pendley: No hands up from any of the board members, no.  
Chair Willnauer: At this time, then, we will open our Public Comments section of our meeting. 
When Sean asks you to speak, please state your name and your address for the record. Please 
keep your comments to three minutes or less per individual. Also, if you share concerns or 
comments, or points made by others, please refrain from repeating those comments, and instead, 
just note for the record that you agree with that previous individual’s comments. At this time, we 
will begin the public comments.  
Mr. Pendley: I will note that we have seven property owners and citizens who have signed up to 
speak, so we’ll call off the names in order of those who have signed up to speak. There is at least 
one other person that’s raised their hand from the public. They are identified by name on their 
Zoom registration here as Bob. We would ask that you provide your name if you could. For anyone 
that does raise their hand that did not get an opportunity to speak or to sign up before the meeting, 
if you could, identify yourself by name on your Zoom account, if you have that option. That way 
we know who it is that we’re calling, in order. If you’re calling in on a phone, if you would raise 
your hand by, I believe it’s *6, the option to… 
Ms. Wicklund: I think it’s *9.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, *9. If you are calling in. That way we know if you’re calling or if you were 
raising your hand on the phone. First that signed up to speak is Elizabeth Worth.  
Elizabeth Worth, 13720 S. Lakeview Drive, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and made 
the following comments: 

Ms. Worth: I sent in my comments to the Planning department by email, so for the sake of time, 
I’ll just quickly go over it, because they are included in the staff report. I'm speaking on behalf of 
myself as a resident of Burning Tree Villas, and then as the president of our homes association. 
Really, just want to highlight our concerns. The first concern is the water lines. As you know, we’ve 
talked about this a little bit. When I spoke with Mr. Manifold, he did say he plans to hook in to the 
existing water main at the end of Lakeview Drive. So, I know when I spoke the Rural Water District, 
they also talked about the engineering feasibility study, which hasn’t been completed yet. Our 
concern is that we want to ensure that there are no risks to our current lines, because they are 
original to our neighborhood, which means they were built in the 70’s. We want to make sure that 
there is no risk to our current lines, reduced pressure to the homes or output or anything, because 
they were originally really only meant to serve the 18 homes of Burning Tree Villas.  
The second concern, which we’ve talked about a little bit tonight, it sounds like was mostly just 
the water access for a fire emergency. Last year, in September of 2019, Mr. Manifold approached 
us, and we talked about the options that he would need in order to make this work for him by 
using our pond. Our homes association voted not to allow access to our common ground and 
lake. We just want to make sure that there is another source of water for him to use, should there 
be a fire emergency. It sounds like Todd had mentioned something about a pond of his own.  
The other issue was traffic. While we recognize that traffic would increase with things like 
construction, and we are only talking about two homes, our main concern is the speed limit, which 
currently is 30 miles per hour. Our desire would be to have that reduced to 25 miles per hour. 
Really, regardless of this project, this is something that the residents of Burning Tree Villas are 
pretty passionate about.  
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Todd also answered these questions about lots 1, 2 and 5 being maintained by a homes 
association. There wasn’t any information on lots 3 and 4, but it sounds like he said that those 
lots would not be part of any homes association, so we just wanted to make sure that there was 
not a request to add them to Burning Tree Villas.  
Ms. Davis: Hi. That is time.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Leslie. Thank you, Elizabeth.  
Mr. Pendley: The next person assigned to speak is Paul Willey and I believe I see his name here. 
I will open up to Paul.  
Paul Willey, no address given, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Willey: I had signed up to attend the meeting. I don’t have any comments at this time, so you 
can pass me over, please.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, next up to speak is Shauna.              
Shauna Saghbene, 13715 South Lakeview Drive, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom 
and made the following comments:  

Ms. Saghbene: I’m piggybacking a little bit on Liz. I’m speaking on behalf of my immediate family, 
as well as many of the other parents here at Burning Tree Villas, and a lot of the other surrounding 
homes. At Burning Tree Villas and in the surrounding homes we have about 24, more or less, 
kids and minors. In the five years that I have lived here, I have watched cars and trucks and vans 
take advantage of the wide road on Lakeview Drive and just come down without even hitting the 
brakes, not even tapping. So, my biggest concern, as a mother of a toddler, is to see that speed 
limit…I’m going to see Liz’s 25 miles per hour and I’m going to ask that we take it even maybe to 
20 miles per hour, with the option of speed bumps. We’ve got three toddlers. We’ve got a young 
boy who has a hearing impairment. He cannot hear the cars coming, much less construction 
vehicles. He also has gross motor disabilities, and even if he could hear the car coming down, he 
can’t always get out of the way fast enough. I know that two houses is not a lot of traffic, but for 
the short time those construction vehicles and utility vehicle required to build those houses is 
going to be quite a bit of traffic. As such, I’m just worried that those cars are just going to fly down 
the road, and we’re going to have a very serious situation on our hands if nothing is done about 
that traffic, the speed limit on the traffic. That’s all. Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you. Next up we have Dr. Eric Smith.  
Dr. Eric S. Smith, 13805 South Lakeview Drive, Olathe, Kansas 66061, appeared before the 
zoning board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Smith: I cannot add much to what our esteemed president, Liz, has said, and Shauna has 
added to that. I guess the particulars, you’ve really answered. You’ve done a great job in 
summarizing the application and the problems and the County Codes. They have actually 
answered quite a few questions from me, and I really appreciate everybody’s hard work that’s 
gone into this, including the applicant as well as the commissioners.  
The big thing that I have has really been alluded to in part by a lot of people, and that is, it’s 
something which is more of an intangible, and that’s the community feeling that we have. We’ve 
been here 15 years, and it’s only in the last five years have all these kids come. It has just 
generally changed the dynamics, and I love it, being an educator and a teacher and that kind of 
thing, I really appreciate the kids and being a father of four kids and having 10 grandkids, I love 
kids. But anyway, it’s that community feeling that I really love. I actually kind of like the idea of 
having a couple new neighbors, especially because it will bring an end to this being a possible 
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through road to somewhere in the south. I like the fact that it’s going to be finally and permanently 
a cul-de-sac. I like that a lot. I realize that the traffic will be great for the construction, but it’s 
probably not going to be that much more.  
I have concern for my neighbor across the street, Brad. He has a semi, which he drives very 
carefully and slowly, and he parks in front of my house. I just am concerned that he have a place 
to leave it in front of my house, if there could be parking for him. I would hope that he wouldn’t be 
prohibited from doing what he’s doing. I don’t know if that cul-de-sac is going to be big enough. 
Anyway, my concern has to do with, and others concerns really have to do with things I don’t 
know enough about and you guys really need to work on. That’s how will our power be affected? 
How will our Wi-Fi and our electric? Will that require larger lines to come in? I should accept my 
time, my three minutes. I’m probably pretty much up by now, so I’ll just quit with that and say 
thank you for hearing us speak, and we hope that you guys will have the wisdom to make the 
right decisions. Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: Mr. Smith, I did want to ask, is Ann Smith your wife? 
Mr. Smith: Yeah, she’s right here. She doesn’t have anything to say, though.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, that’s what I was going to ask, because I didn’t see her name on the list, but 
I saw that she was available to speak if there are questions.  
Mr. Smith: She’s listening, taking it all in.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, thank you. Next on the list is Brad Carson. I will see if I can find Brad.  
[Conversation regarding Zoom technical issues] 
Mr. Pendley: Maybe we could go to the next speaker, Brian Chase, and we’ll come back to 
Carson.  
Brian Chase, 1368 South Lakeview Drive, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and made 
the following comments:  

Mr. Chase: I just want to thank you all for your time serving the community and the County. That’s 
often a thankless job, and I appreciate your time to have an online meeting to discuss this. I agree 
with many of the earlier comments that have been made from Liz and Shauna about the 
neighborhood and the utilities. The main concern – and my wife has considerable experience with 
emergency service and fire service – is the infrastructure. When we added on to our basement, I 
had the pleasure of working with Anoush. We needed to update the smoke alarms in our home 
to be fully compliant. So we went ahead and we did that.  
Now, the problem that we have is this area is those two-inch water lines. Those will not allow fire 
hydrants. Now, there’s been a lot of talk of the engineering for fire services, but the fact is, it’s 
going to take 10 minutes for any fire truck to get onsite, and then if they have to pump water from 
anywhere, the house is going to be a total loss. So, at best what we’re talking about with the 
minimum standards is going to be to keep that fire from spreading to too many houses in the 
neighborhood. So what we really need to put in place is a six-inch water line that will support this. 
I’ve been in contact with Water District 7 to request that. Additional utilities – I know the internet 
service through the phone provider out here is not the best. We have quite a few drop-outs. For 
the critical utilities – the water – our water pressure already is dipping low. Several times we lose 
pressure out here. I’m very concerned that there’s not enough capacity to support any more 
houses out here on those limited lines.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay, I think we had one more person. We had Brad Carson. I’ll try one more time 
to unmute Carson. I don’t think they’re able to unmute, apparently. Nobody else had signed up to 
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speak, but I did have one other person that raised their hand earlier. It appears that they no longer 
have their hand raised.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Sean. At this time I will ask if there are any other public member that 
would like to make a comment.  
Mr. Pendley: I think we do have actually have two more now. Mike and Jeannette Rietcheck.  
Jennette Rietcheck, 30360 West 143rd Street, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Ms. Rietcheck: We’ve lived here for just shy of 16 years. We have the adjoining property line to 
the long driveway with lots 1, 2 and 5. We had read all 16 pages of the staff report and 
attachments. This experience has certainly drawn a new appreciation of the importance of our 
County Zoning Regulations and processes to ensure the safety and welfare of our community 
and citizens. After reviewing the document, a few things come to mind that we feel are important 
to either ask of the board or to share with the board regarding the application of five residential 
lots, specifically lots 1, 2 and 5 at 30600 West 143rd Street, to be named Brinlyn Ridge. The report 
states on page five that the applicant is either unwilling or unable to build a 20-foot street to comply 
with, one, minimum infrastructure requirement of the Regulations to include a minimum of 20 feet, 
and two, the international Fire Code of a minimum of 20 feet and load-bearing requirements. The 
existing drive is only 11 feet, and the design load requirements are currently unknown. This further 
evidence suggests that the applicant does not have intentions of building a safer 20-foot road 
demonstrated by the absence of a Water District 7 engineering feasibility study to ensure after 
the 20-foot road is designed, that there is adequate easement for two additional water lines to 
support the defined lots.  
What about the water drainage off the recommended 20-foot road? Drainage would need to be 
addressed, because one-fourth of the northern part of our property is currently inaccessible due 
to the current water drainage from the 11-foot driveway. The applicant’s unwillingness to comply 
with the 20-foot requirement is in addition to not meeting the 330-foot requirement of minimal 
street frontage of Article 30 of Rural Zoning.  
In full transparency, it is prudent to share that my husband and I did explore purchasing this 
property as a replacement for our existing smaller property. However, during multiple 
conversations with Johnson County Planning team we learned that our vision certainly did not 
meet the regulations in place. Therefore, we elected to not place the contract on the property at 
hand. We understand that there is a balancing act with respect to planning, development and 
codes, and the zoning board committee to abide by the important regulations while ensuring 
progress is continued. This challenged existing property of two plats with uncompliant rules and 
access can be redesigned but it certainly now does not include the plans that the applicant is 
proposing today. The plan as stated today is certainly unsafe and has an additive effect, the level 
of compromise of current zoning regulations. Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you. Two other people have raised their hands.  
Rod Farmer, 13815 South Lakeview Circle, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Mr. Farmer: My main concern… You’ve heard a few tonight, but in addressing the lots 3 and 4, 
could, in fact, that be expanded from the cul-de-sac? certainly adding a couple of homes is one 
thing but is there a chance that additional roadways could be added for additional housing from 
that cul-de-sac? Are we only talking about two homes at this particular time, in terms of lots 3 and 
4, or is that something where additional traffic and additional homes could be something in the 
future off of Lakeview Drive? I guess that question…And then the other part of that is what, in 
fact, on those homes in lots 3 and 4, what kind of restrictions? I don’t have the exact word for it, 
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but are we talking about a 1,200-square-foot home? Are we talking…? I’d like to know, again, 
what Brett is planning on for those two homes.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you, Mr. Farmer. We can certainly get to the questions as we go back to the 
Zoning Board with that and try to answer those questions.  
Kelsey Zabel, 13800 South Lakeview Drive, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Ms. Zabel: Just speaking on behalf of Brad Carson. He’s my neighbor. The truck driver that you 
mentioned earlier. I do believe he was planning on speaking, but he goes to bed because he gets 
up about 5:00 since he is an essential worker, so he won’t have the opportunity to speak tonight. 
Thank you.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you. I believe that is everyone who has their hand raised. I don’t see anyone 
else at this time.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Sean.  
Mr. Pendley: I’m sorry to interrupt you. Actually, there was that one person who was signed up 
with their hand raised – Bob. We don’t have a last name for Bob, but I guess we can see if they 
did have one other person that wanted to speak.  
Bob Doleshal, 30450 West 143rd Street, appeared before the zoning board via Zoom and made 
the following comments:  

Mr. Doleshal: I live at 30450 West 143rd Street, which is lot 4 of Lane Meadows. I just wanted to 
express myself. When you have expectations of buying property here, which the property here 
goes for a pretty penny, I didn’t anticipate for the property behind me that Kent Price owned to be 
sectioned off like this, or that could have changed our decision to build here. That lot 1, I’ve got a 
pond. I’m kind of worried about the run-off for it from any construction, or run-off from any sewer 
bypass from the laterals. Another thing that really concerns me, I know the Rietchecks very well. 
They have their kids participate in 4H. They’re out there in 20 below zero, taking care of the cattle. 
I’m sure when he bought that property he also had expectations of not having to fight with a pretty 
major road going on beside their house. I just wanted to put my two cents in that I don’t know if 
any of us anticipate zoning affecting our property like this, even if there’s something like the road 
that’s 2,700 feet long. Like, where would be stop if we called it all right to infringe on some of 
Mike’s property, or at least make his life less country style. He has his barns back there with all 
his cattle, and it just seems unfair to him that he spent money on that lot. He’s got a little piece of 
gold there, and now it’s in jeopardy. I just wanted to put my two cents worth in on that. I thank you 
guys very much for hearing me out. Sorry I didn’t put the Doleshal there after Bob. That’s all I’ve 
got. Thank you, sir.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay. Thank you. Now I think that’s everyone, Kathleen. 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any further questions by the Zoning Board of staff, the applicant, or 
any of the public? Hearing none, we will close the Public Comment Section of our meeting this 
evening. We will discuss the application among the board members. Is there any discussion?  
Mr. Crumbaker: Yeah, hi. It seems to me that we need to resolve something with that 12-foot 
driveway being widened and made appropriate. We’ve taken a lot of flexibility here at times with 
the requirements for roads and to meet County standards or not meet standards, but I think this 
is a case that there appears to be several questions, and I think the ability of the fire department 
to use the road, to access these houses is important. I don’t feel very comfortable with approving 
this application as it now exists. On the other hand, it sounded like they had the potential to make 
a deal. When I heard them talking, they were in a position where I think something can be worked 
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out with the fire folks and the Planning staff and the applicant. That would suggest to me, we 
should let that happen before we take any action. That’s my comment.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Mark. Are there any other comments?  
Mr. Fowks: I’ve listened to all the comments, and I tend to agree with Mark a little bit. The lot 3 
and 4 issue seems pretty straightforward. I notice that staff has recommended approval for that, 
and I have to agree with that. I think the water line needs to be addressed with Rural 7. They’re 
the ones that can answer those kind of questions about pressure and upgrades. I think if Water 7 
says that two houses can be added with no interruption to other peoples’ service, then I think we 
have go with whatever they come up with, since they’re the experts.  
As far as the traffic goes, you can reduce the speed limit. Maybe that would help a little. I’m not 
sure I agree with speed bumps, but adding two houses is probably best case scenario for this 
dead end street situation, because, like Dr. Smith said, it ends the question whether the street is 
going to be extended, and then more houses are going to be added in more of the configuration 
that they’re now that exist. So, I think this is probably a best case scenario as far as amount of 
additional houses, and the fact that the street will finally come to a true dead end circle.  
As far as the other lots go, though, I’m not sure, but to me I think maybe this development is a 
little premature, based on the fact that they’re trying to access a large parcel of land that’s fairly 
far away from the existing street. If they’re not willing to put a street in or don’t have the ability to 
be based on the amount of land that they have, then that’s going to be a problem. I don’t think we 
are wise to give up four waivers of subdivision restrictions to accommodate three lots based on 
the fact that they’re not very accessible. 
Really, there are 76 acres there. I know the access is tough, but I think something needs to be 
worked out between the County and the applicant and the fire department and whoever else is 
involved with making these standards something that everyone has to go by. Those are my 
comments. I’d like to hear what everybody else thinks.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Mike. I agree with you on that. I also think that having two additional 
houses off of that cul-de-sac is a best case scenario. It looks to me, on the plat, that you really 
couldn’t divide those two parcels down into smaller lots, which would give you more houses onto 
that cul-de-sac, given the layout of the land, where your flood plain is, the way that the power 
lines run through the back side of those two lots. I think that building that cul-de-sac bulb and 
putting two homes on those two parcels there is the best way to handle that.  
I also agree about the private road. I do have some reservations about, not only fire, but delivery 
people. I don’t know if you can name a private driveway and then give house numbers off of a 
private driveway so that they actually have a mailable postal address. With the road being 11 feet 
wide right now, the road is just able to handle the traffic from one home. Once you add more 
homes and you increase the traffic fourfold, possibly, I don’t know, because I haven’t looked at it, 
I don’t know if the road can handle that much traffic, and then the road may fall into disrepair. I 
know that when you’re dealing with a homes association where they agree that they will all get 
together, pool their money and keep the road in good condition, I know that that doesn’t always 
happen, that sometimes members don’t pay when they should, and then that falls on the other 
homeowners to try to upkeep the road.  
It sounds like there could be some, farther down the road, beyond the safety issues that we’re 
looking at right now with the fire department having trouble getting their trucks up there or an 
ambulance for that matter, being out in the country like we all are, we know that if we have a fire 
in our homes, our homes are probably going to be totaled. There just isn’t the fire hydrants. There 
isn’t the water capacity like there is in the city. So we know that that’s something that we live with 
out here, is if our house catches on fire, it probably isn’t going to be salvageable. So, I have to 
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agree with the Planning department as well in denial of the plat for the five lots and denial of the 
four waivers, denial of the plat exception for providing the lots that don’t have any street frontage 
to a private driveway still isn’t considered street frontage. I do agree with approval of the cul-de-
sac for lots 1 and 2.  
Mr. Crumbaker: Let me add to what I said previously. I think this is an appropriate item for us to 
simply table and send back to the Planning staff, Anoush, and the applicants to work out 
something with this road. Let me tell you, my wife has had some health problems, and I’ve had 
ambulances, the MED-ACT unit pull into my driveway, and they also send a fire truck, and my 
driveway is 15 feet wide, and it takes about 30 minutes for everybody to get organized, backed 
up and out of there. So I will tell you, a 12-foot driveway, you’re going to have a mess if you’re 
sending fire trucks. You don’t have hydrants, so they’ll be sending tankers. You’ve got to do better 
with this road.  
I’m not sure you have to meet all County specifications, necessarily, and I could accept some 
variances from that, but you’ve got to do something that’s reasonable, and the existing 12-foot 
driveway just doesn’t work. Therefore, I would make a motion simply to table this item and please 
ask staff and the appropriate other parties to work on some alternatives and come up with 
something better for us. So again, what I would suggest is I’d make a motion to simply table 
Application No. NW20-41-PP(LE). That’s my motion.  
Chair Willnauer: Mark Crumbaker has made a motion that we send this back to the Planning 
department and see if there can’t be discussion between the applicant and the Planning 
department concerning this road. I think Mark could maybe add a couple of other items to that as 
well. I know that there was a water feasibility study that hadn’t been done yet. If Planning 
department feels that it’s appropriate to talk to the developers about that as well, is that something 
we could add to your motion?  
Mr. Crumbaker: You certainly can.  
Chair Willnauer: Sending it back to the Planning department as that motion, I think is appropriate 
as well, Mark. Is there a second?  
Mr. Neese: I didn’t hear a second. Before a second may or may not come, I’ve been thinking 
about this, and I’ve got a couple things I want to say. First of all, the cul-de-sac, whether or not 
they should do something different, what we have to do is look at what’s before us, so what they 
could do with the cul-de-sac, whether or not it’s good or bad with only two lots in front of that. 
They’ve got two lots. I think that’s good, and it’s not up to us to say they should add a bunch more. 
So, I think that’s a good idea.  
The homes association, we can speculate on that all day long, but basically, you’ve got a piece 
of property here that the engineer talked about as being unique. It certainly is unique, but if we do 
some things on this that are requested, some pieces of properties that don’t have to be quite as 
unique could ask for some of the same things with this driveway going in there. I think it’s going 
to be a cold day in you-know-where before two or three people fork over $600,000 to build a road 
in there.  
The water, I don’t think you have to worry about the water, because I think the water situation has 
to be proper or they couldn’t get a building permit, I believe. I could be wrong on that deal. So 
basically, you’ve got a situation that the road going in there just doesn’t work. The applicant and 
the staff have talked about this until they’re blue in the face. You can put it off another month if 
you want to, but applicant said that they can’t do certain things, and staff has come up with some 
things that they’re entrenched with – and I agree with every one of the reasons that they’ve got to 
turn it down – so I don’t think we have…If we turn this down and staff gets together and redo it, 
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they can always bring it back in a different form. So, I haven’t heard a second for proposing a 
continuation and I hope I don’t hear one. That’s my thought.  
Chair Willnauer: So Jim, what you are proposing is having us vote on the denial of this application 
instead of sending it back to staff?  
Mr. Neese: I’m not proposing anything right now. I just made a comment to a motion that’s in front 
of the Chair that’s on the table. I think you have to vote…If you don’t get a second, then it doesn’t 
pass as a motion. I don’t know if that’s a right term. If it does pass as a motion, everybody’s going 
to vote on it. So, my comment was, I wouldn’t second this. I don’t think it needs to be passed on. 
I think we just need to get up and decide whether or not this is a good project or a bad project, 
and I personally don’t think it’s a good project when somebody bought a piece of property that’s 
got power lines and gas lines running through it and a quarter of a mile to get to the property on 
a narrow piece of driveway, and whether or not he can develop it coming off of Lakeview Drive. 
That’s their business. That’s not what’s before us, so I just suggest that we…I’m going to vote 
against tabling it and think we ought to just get up and decide one way or the other.  
Chair Willnauer: Yes, Melissa.  
Ms. Morris: I don’t if we can do this or not, but can we vote maybe to pass lots 3 and 4 and deny 
1, 2 and 5?  
Ms. Wicklund: I think you’re looking at the whole plat application right now. I’m really not sure how 
that would work, to divide that up, because it is one plat. I’m not sure how that would work. It really 
is the one plat application and kind of difficult to separate it out. In addition to that, if the number 
of lots would change, then the plat drawing needs to change, so if the Zoning Board says, “I’m 
okay with the two north lots – lots 3 and 4 – and that that’s maybe what you’re saying is you would 
only support a two-lot plat, then that actually needs to be re-drawn. So that’s why I’m saying it 
might be better just to continue to look at it as a whole plat, which is what it is. Sean or Jay, I don’t 
know if you have any comments.  
Mr. Leipzig: Yes, just to reiterate what Diane just said. If you choose to look at just the other two 
lots off the cul-de-sac, you would just get another application, to be re-platted, essentially.  
Ms. Morris: Right.  
Mr. Pendley: I would just mention, too, I wanted to let the Chair know that the applicant did have 
his hand raised. I noticed it only after the discussion started with a motion. But that is something 
that if the Board is to consider either continuing this or considering any other option for this 
application, it might be worth opening up back to the hearing for the applicant to respond, since 
we didn’t present that back to the applicant following the public comments. I’ll mention that to 
Kathleen to see what she would like to do with that.  
Chair Willnauer: Yes, thank you, Sean. At this time we still have a motion on the floor that we’re 
discussing and discussing options, and I think that we need to address that first. And then we 
can…It’s unusual to allow for another comment, but I think that we could do that, but I think we 
need to address the motion that’s before us right now that’s not been seconded. That’s what we’ve 
been discussing.  
Mr. Crumbaker: With no second, I will withdraw the motion.  
Chair Willnauer: All right, Mark. The motion has been withdrawn. At this point, Jim, were you 
wanting to make a different motion?  
Mr. Neese: I would make a motion to deny this, and I would use as a basis for that the 
recommendations that were given by the staff and part of the staff report and a general comment, 
because I know from our legal meeting that we had a couple times, we’re supposed to give a 
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couple situations for denial. Basically, I feel like if we did this plat we would set a bad precedent. 
I think the discussion between the applicant and the staff has gone back and forth, back and forth. 
The applicant said what he can’t do, or what he can’t afford to do, and I think the denials that are 
recommended are very reasonable and in line basically. Mark was right – sometimes we make 
allowances for certain variances, but I think that this particular plat is just, the way it is done now, 
is just something that we shouldn’t do. So, that’s my motion.  
Chair Willnauer: Is there discussion?  
Mr. Crumbaker: What is that motion? Is it a motion for denial?  
Mr. Neese: What I said, is the motion is for denial based upon the recommendation of denial that 
the staff has published in the staff report, those three denials, plus the fact that I feel that the 
applicant and staff have worked together and at this point in time they’re at impasse of what they 
can do as far as what the County feels should be done. That’s my motion, to deny.  
Mr. Crumbaker: I do want to comment on that, because the recommendation on page 14 –  
Mr. Neese: Don’t have a second yet –  
Mr. Crumbaker: Oh. I will second that motion to deny.  
Chair Willnauer: We have a motion on the floor by Jim Neese to deny the application based on 
the reasons provided by the Planning department. And then we have a second from Mark 
Crumbaker. Is that correct?  
Mr. Crumbaker: Correct.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s correct.  
Chair Willnauer: Is there any other discussion between the Board members? Sean, you did say 
that the applicant, I believe, had raised their hand, but we have closed the Public Comment 
section of our meeting this evening, and I think that we’ve discussed this among the Board 
members. I feel comfortable in voting for the motion that we have on the floor, unless there is 
another Board member that would want to re-open the Public Comment section for a comment 
from the applicant. It’s not usual for us to do that, however.  
Mr. Crumbaker:  Certainly should act on the motion.  
Mr. Neese: I call the question.  
Chair Willnauer: Yes, Jim. We will have a vote, then, on this. Leslie will call the role to have the 
vote. We will state our name and then we will vote yay or nay.  
[Motion to recommend denial passes unanimously] 
Chair Willnauer: So, the application has been denied. Really, it’s not the application is denied. It’s 
that when this goes before the Board of County Commissioners, that will be our recommendation, 
is to deny the application. The Johnson County Board of Commissioners will review the 
application. They will review the minutes from the meeting this evening. They will review the 
information that was send by the public that is now part of this public record, and then they will 
actually be making the final decision. Sean, when will the meeting be?  
Mr. Pendley: This application will be scheduled for the Board of County Commissioners’ meeting 
on Thursday, July 2, 2020, at 9:30 a.m. 
Ms. Wicklund: And that meeting is…We’ll update our website. I don’t know if that will be a Zoom 
meeting or an in-person meeting. If it’s an in-person meeting, it’s at the County Administration 
Building, 9:30 a.m., July 2nd. That’s 111 South Cherry in Olathe. But check our website. That 
Board of County Commissioners meeting, any public can come to that meeting. They can get up 
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and make public comments, whether it’s in person or another Zoom meeting, just like we did 
tonight. So, the Board of County Commissioners does take public comment at that meeting as 
well. Again, July 2nd, 9:30 a.m.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Diane.    

VI.  OTHER BUSINESS [None]  
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [None.] 
IX.  NEW BUSINESS [None.]  
ADJOURNMENT 
Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Northeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chair Willnauer, at 9:35 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Willnauer, Chair 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Secretary to the Board 
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