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

 
MINUTES 

October 19, 2020 
6:00 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 6:00 p.m. on Monday, October 19, 2020, and was 
called to order by Kathleen Willnauer, Chair, with the following members present and participating, 
to-wit: Mark Crumbaker, Mike Fowks, James Neese and Brian Leuenberg. Melissa Morris and 
Carol Krska were absent. Also in attendance were Jay Leipzig, Pamela Hayhow, Karen Miller, 
and Sean Pendley with the Planning Department.  
Chair Willnauer: I am now going to read the COVID virtual meeting statement:  
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.  

II.  AGENDA ITEMS 
Chair Willnauer: Are there any additions, deletions or revisions to this agenda? [none]  
Motion by Mr. Neese, seconded by Mr. Fowks, for approval of the agenda.   

Motion carries, 5-0.  

Chair Willnauer: Are there any disclosures of conflicts of interest? [Inaudible] Melissa Morris, who 
will not be attending this evening.   
Chair Willnauer: Are there any disclosures of external contacts or discussions? 
Mr. Fowks: Kathleen, I do have a conflict of interest on the first item, and I will have to recuse 
myself as I live across the street from that particular item. I only recuse myself to vote. If I make 
a comment or two, it will be out of a personal basis.  
Chair Willnauer: All right, Mike. We will go ahead and accept that you will not be voting for the 
first application, which is the application for Heartland Developments and C. J. Garrett, landowner. 
Are there any other disclosures? [none]  
 
III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
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Chair Willnauer: We will move to approve the minutes from August 17, 2020. Are there any 
corrections to those minutes?  
Motion by Mr. Fowks, seconded by Mr. Crumbaker, to approve the minutes of the August 17, 
2020, meeting be approved.  

Motion carries 5-0. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chair Willnauer: Is there a report from the Board of County Commissioners actions?  
Ms. Hayhow: I’ll give that report. The last time this Zoning Board met was in August, and you 
recommended approval of the revised preliminary plat for four lots of Brinlyn Ridge. That 
recommendation was approved by the Board of County Commissioners on September 17th. That 
was all that you had on that meeting.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Pamela. Are there any Planning Commission actions?  
Mr. Pendley: Jim, do you want to give an update? 
Mr. Neese: No, I was going to hand it off to you. I did that on Zoom meeting, and I lost it about 
halfway through, so if you would be so gracious to do so, I’d appreciate it.  
Mr. Pendley: Sure. Fortunately, I was reminded by Karen Miller I had some good information 
prepared. At the last Planning Commission meeting on September 22nd, the Commission 
considered an annual update to the Solid Waste Management Plan. The Commission considered 
the report from the Environmental staff. That report was recommended for approval by a 
unanimous vote by the Planning Commission. It was forwarded to the Board of County 
Commissioners. I believe that’s coming up for final action this Thursday at the BOCC meeting. 
That was the only item at the last Planning Commission meeting.  
Chair Willnauer: Okay. Thank you very much for those updates.  
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

A. Application No. NW 20-78-PP/FP (LE) – Preliminary Plat and Final Plat – 115th 
Street/Gardner Road 
Heartland Developments, applicant, and C. J. Garrett, landowner, requesting 
Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for six residential lots on 80 acres (Heartland Farms), 
on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 14, Township 13 South, Range 22. 

Chair Willnauer: I would go ahead now and entertain our Planning Department.  
Ms. Hayhow: Certainly. Mike, did you receive a letter for this application?  
Mr. Fowks: I did receive a letter. Yes.  
Ms. Hayhow: Normally, if we were in person, you would have to leave the room right now. I don’t 
know how we handle that on Zoom. Sean?  
Mr. Pendley: I don’t know either. If there’s a conflict like, if you’re within 1,000 feet, within the 
public notification area, usually you would have to abstain from the vote, and typically you would 
not be present for the hearing.  
Mr. Leipzig: I think what I would do, Mike, if you have the ability to, can you turn your camera off?  
Mr. Fowks: Yeah, sure.  
Mr. Leipzig: Could you do that? I think, actually, that would be the equivalent of not being in the 
room.  
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Mr. Pendley: And mute as well. That would be a good idea.  
Mr. Fowks: Okay. I tell you what, I’ll go look at the other screen I have in the other room. 
[Crosstalk] 
Mr. Fowks: How am I going to know when to turn my things back on? Are you going to text me?  
Mr. Leipzig: What I would do is have your mute on and have your camera off, and you could tell, 
if you have the volume on, you could tell when we’re finishing up the discussion.  
Mr. Pendley: And if you want to, Mike, I could also call you as well.  
Mr. Fowks: That’s okay.  
Chair Willnauer: Sean, as moderator, you might be able to unmute his microphone and let him 
know that we’re ready for him to join us that way.  
Mr. Pendley: Sure.  
Mr. Leipzig: That’s good thinking. Okay.  
Mr. Fowks left the Zoom meeting 

Ms. Hayhow: Sorry about that. New world here. I’m going to be presenting this application for 
Diane Wicklund tonight. I’d like to enter the staff report dated October 12 into the record. I’ve got 
some graphics here that I would like to share with you. The subject property is located on the 
northwest corner of 115th Street and Gardner road. It’s zoned RUR, Rural, and contains about 80 
acres. Both 115th and Gardner Road, adjacent to the property, are gravel roads, maintained by 
the County.  
[technical issues] 
Ms. Hayhow: This is 115th across the south end of the property, and Gardner Road is on the east 
side. The applicant, C. J. Garrett, would like to divide property into six residential lots, to be known 
as Heartland Farms. Here’s an aerial of the property. There is a flood plain that comes across the 
east part. The preliminary plat is a little hard to see with all the topography, but there’s a lot of 
topography around the flood plain area. The final plat is a little bit easier to see, so I’ll leave that 
one up.  
There would be roughly four ten-acre size lots with access to 115th on the west part of the property 
and two 20-acre size lots with access to Gardner Road. There is future flood plain across the east 
part of the property, so the larger two lots along Gardner Road, the additional size of these, would 
allow options for locating a single family home relative to the flood plain.  
I’m going to give a very brief summary of the staff report. Staff reviewed the request for compliance 
with the minimum infrastructure requirements of the Zoning and Subdivision Regulations. In the 
RUR zoning district, lots can take direct access to arterial roads which have a gravel surface as 
long as there is a minimum of 20-foot width of driving surface. Both 115th and Gardner Road have 
more than 20 feet of driving surface.  
There is no water currently available to serve the lots on 115th Street. It’s not a requirement. It’s a 
recommendation. The applicant is considering extending a main to serve these four lots. There’s 
an existing main that stops at the west property line of the property. The applicant submitted a 
Stormwater Management and Stormwater Quality Management Plan to Public Works. Those 
have been reviewed and accepted. There will be a stream buffer that will shown on the final plat 
in the same general area as the flood plain. There are no waivers requested, as the infrastructure 
available meets all of the minimum required for development in the RUR district.  
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Staff reviewed the request for compliance with the Subdivision Regulations. All of the lots are 
found to be in compliance with the minimum size. They all have the minimum frontage on the 
Type I arterials, and the maximum lot depth-width ratio has been met, so there are no plat 
exceptions with this request either. Staff is recommending approval of both the preliminary and 
final plat with a few stipulations. The recommended stipulations appear to be standard notes, 
some for clarity and to make sure that there are locations along the frontage of each of the lots 
where a driveway can be located that has good site visibility. With that, I’m going to stop and 
would be happy to answer any questions you have for staff.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any questions of staff from the Zoning Board? Hearing none, we will 
now move on to the applicant presentation. The applicant shall provide a brief overview of the 
proposal and comments in response to the staff report. Again, as I said earlier, you have ten 
minutes or less for your report, and then we would like to ask questions of the applicant from the 
Zoning Board after the applicant is finished. Sean, who will be speaking on this this evening?  
Mr. Pendley: The applicant is C. J. Garrett. He is available on audio now.  
Chair Willnauer: Okay, wonderful. C. J., we’re ready for your presentation, if you’d like. 
[Technical difficulties connecting to Mr. Garrett.] 
Mr. Pendley: Kathleen, I’ve visited with C. J. Garrett, earlier today, and he said he did not have 
any new additional information but was available to answer questions. I did not know that he 
would not be available to speak. I know that he had nothing new to add. He agreed with staff’s 
stipulations.  
Chair Willnauer: Let’s go ahead and give him a little time and see if he can’t get logged in.  
Ms. Davis: Just a side note – it is now 20:10.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you.  
Ms. Davis: No problem. Kathleen had told me that she wanted updates as long as nobody would 
be offended or interrupted.  
[Technical difficulties connecting to Mr. Garrett] 
Ms. Davis: He can hear us. If you want to ask him questions, and he can respond through 
messaging, and I can state his response.  
Mr. Leipzig: I think that’s what I would say as well. If you do have questions directly for him, he 
can text the answers back to us.  
Mr. Neese: I don’t have any questions.  
Chair Willnauer: I don’t have any questions.  
Mr. Crumbaker:  No questions.  
Mr. Leuenberg: No questions.  
Chair Willnauer: Leslie, if you would let C.J. know that we don’t have any questions for him, we 
will go ahead and move on to the public comments section of this application. Each individual will 
have three minutes or less. Please provide name and address for the record. If you share 
[distortion] made by others, please refrain from repeating these comments and instead note for 
the record that you agree with the previous individual’s comments. Sean, who is our first 
[distortion]?  
Mr. Pendley: One resident that we know that did want to speak is Tim McQuaid.  
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Tim McQuaid, 6436 Norwood Street, Mission Hills, Kansas, 66208, appeared before the Zoning 
Board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Tim McQuaid: My brother Mike is here as well. We own the property at 30000 West 107th 
Street. It’s a 160-acre tract that would be north of this property. We don’t have any comments. 
We think that it’s all compliant. We would like to make sure that we keep the flavor of a country 
feel in this area. We don’t want to spoil that. I don’t know how you all feel about that, but it’s a 
very rural feel. We do like that. However, we would like to request that the County Commissioners 
start thinking about pavement in this area. There is a tremendous amount of activity along 115th 
and in the general area of Waverly, Moonlight Terrace and Moonlight Road. We think that it’s time 
to start thinking about paving the road. It doesn’t have to be up to super standards, just something 
that would control the dirt and the dust. The roads in that area in the wintertime, for all of you that 
live in that area – I think Mark is familiar with it as well – are just horrible, and I know that during 
this construction of the property to the north of this particular piece – that has been part of it – but 
even prior to all of this activity, the road conditions are just unacceptable. I don’t know if my brother 
wants to add anything to that.  
Mr. Neese: I’d just like to make a comment, if I could. I think there’s a lot of people in the county 
who have the same problem you do, but this is a little bit above our pay grade. So, I think it would 
be real appropriate if you went to the public speaking portion of the County when the County 
Commissioners meet and voice your opinion and get that started for your road concerns, because 
we do not refer that type of things on to the County Commission – or, at least we haven’t in the 
past – but it’s best for you to stand up and talk to them and tell them your concerns, and hopefully 
you can get some activity there.  
Mr. Tim McQuaid: Great. We’ll do that. Thank you very much. Who was that speaking, please?  
Mr. Neese: Jim Neese.  
Mr. Tim McQuaid: Okay, thank you, Jim.  
Mike McQuaid, 5630 Belinder Road, Fairway, Kansas, 66205, appeared before the Zoning Board 
via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Mike McQuaid: I have one question. Mark Crumbaker would know about this. Mark, when we 
put our water in, it was – whatever it is, I can’t think of it – benefit district. We all paid a pretty good 
fee to have those pipes, and I believe you said that for at least five years if somebody else tapped 
into that water, we would get some type of reimbursement to all the people that paid for it. Would 
that still be in the policy?  
Mr. Crumbaker: To be honest, that’s been transferred to Rural 7. That would have been in effect 
at that time. I can’t answer for Rural 7. You’d have to take that up with them out there.  
Mr. Mike McQuaid: Who would we…? 
Mr. Crumbaker: Allan Soetaert He’s the manager, and I believe he’s the one you should talk to. 
He would have all those records, as well, or should have them.  
Mr. Pendley: Mr. McQuaid, was this Mike McQuaid or Tim McQuaid?  
Mr. Mike McQuaid: Both of us.  
Mr. Pendley: I have Tim’s address. If Mike could give us his address, and if you could contact the 
Planning staff, we could put you in touch with the contacts for Water District 7.  
Mr. Mike McQuaid: 5630 Belinder Road, Fairway, Kansas, 66205.  
Mr. Pendley: We can certainly reach out to both you and Tim with contacts for Alan Soetaert.  
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Mr. Tim McQuaid: Sean, I want to clarify. My mailing address is different than that property. It’s 
6436 Norwood Street, Mission Hills, Kansas, 66208.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you. I do have your email, so we can follow up with that, the contact 
information. Thank you.  
Mr. Tim McQuaid. Thank you.  
Mr. Mike McQuaid: Thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: Sean, are there any other public comments?  
Mr. Pendley: We are not aware of any other residents or neighbors who have requested to speak 
on this item. I don’t know if you have any other information, Leslie?  
Ms. Davis: Did C. J. Garrett ever get to talk? He said he logged in on his phone.  
Mr. Pendley: Not that I know of. 
Ms. Davis: C. J., did you want to speak?  
[Technical difficulty] 
Mr. Pendley: We’re not aware of anyone else that has requested to speak.  
Ms. Davis: No, sir, and I don’t have any hands raised.  
Chair Willnauer: I know this is frustrating for C.J., because I know he did want to tell us that he 
probably didn’t have anything to add, like Sean said. Are there any other further questions by the 
Zoning Board of staff, the applicant, or the public? Hearing none, we will go ahead and close the 
public comments section. We will discuss the application among the Zoning Board members. Do 
any of the Board members have anything that they would like to say? Hearing none, would one 
of the Board members like to make a motion?  
Ms. Hayhow: If you’d like, I have a recommended motion that I could share, if you need assistance 
with that.  
[technical difficulty] 
Motion by Mr. Neese, seconded by Mr. Crumbaker, to accept the preliminary plat and final plat 
on 115th Street and Gardner Road, with the stipulations and recommendations on the staff report.  
Chair Willnauer: Is there any other discussion?  
Motion carries, 4-0.  
Chair Willnauer: It sounds like we are recommending approval of this application to the Zoning 
Board. Sean, when will this application go before the Board?  
Mr. Pendley: Pamela, do you have that date? 
Ms. Hayhow: Sure. This will go to the Board of County Commissioners on Thursday, December 
3rd, at 9:30 in the morning, at the Administration Building, 111 South Cherry. They are meeting in 
person, so that will be on the 3rd Floor.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much, Pamela.  

B. Application No. NW 20-79-CUP (LE) - Conditional Use Permits - Amendment and 
Renewal – 12240 Moonlight Road 
Mike Morris, applicant/landowner, requesting amendment and renewal of Conditional 
Use Permits for a private kennel (cats and dogs) and keeping of an exotic animal 
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(serval cat), on approximately 10 acres, zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 24, 
Township 13 South, Range 22. 

Mr. Fowks returned to the Zoom meeting. 

Chair Willnauer: Pamela, is this your application?  
Ms. Hayhow: Yes, this is my application. I’d like to enter the staff report dated October 12th into the 
record. This is a request for renewal of two CUPs that were approved in 2017 for the ten-acre RUR-
zoned property.  
[Technical difficulty] 
Ms. Miller: While you’re doing that, Pamela, could somebody please check the Board of County 
Commissioners date for the Northwest? I’m thinking that it should be November 19th.  
Mr. Pendley: That is correct. November 19th is the date for the Board of County Commissioners. We 
could make sure we send out an update on that to the property owners. We can send a courtesy letter 
out with that date.  
[Technical difficulty] 
Ms. Hayhow: Okay. I apologize for that. I was looking at the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board 
for the Board of County Commissioners date. Karen, you are absolutely correct.  
Ms. Miller: Sorry it took me a while to get all my technology coordinated to give you that input.  
Ms. Hayhow: Sure. We’ll definitely need to reach out to the McQuaids, because we were encouraging 
them to attend that meeting, so thank you. Okay. The property is located on the west side of Moonlight 
Road, about midway between 119th Street and 127th Street. This is going to be the exhibit for the 
Resolution. The applicant sent some recent aerial photography, shot by a drone, so you can get a 
really good picture of what is out there right now. This is a view looking from the property to the north 
towards the detached building with the indoor enclosures as well as the outdoor enclosures. The 
house is behind, to the south there. Another view from the back, so now you’re behind and you’re 
looking out toward Moonlight Road.  
This is the straight down view, so you can see this area is the area where the serval is kept. There’s 
a small pond, fencing on top of the enclosure, two fences. There’s a walkway in between so it’s kind 
of a double enclosure for the animal. These outdoor enclosures here, there are openings from the 
indoor enclosures where the cats and the domestic animals can go outside as well, but this is where 
the serval is kept. Here’s an overall view of the property. This is the residence on the south, the 
detached building with the cat enclosure, the outdoor enclosure. You can also see, the applicant has 
constructed an additional driveway that runs to the north side of the cat enclosure. You can catch the 
tip of a pad site. They are considering constructing a separate detached garage in the future and this 
driveway would provide access to that extra garage there.  
In 2017, only the single family residence was under construction. Since the CUP approvals, 
construction of the detached building containing the indoor enclosures as well as the attached outdoor 
enclosures have been completed. The applicant sent these aerial photos for you to look. There was 
a stipulation that the fencing for the outdoor enclosure be buried two feet below the ground with the 
intent being to prevent the serval and hybrid cats from digging under the fence. Instead, a concrete 
pad – I believe you can see it here – was constructed around the interior of the enclosure, and a two-
foot stone retaining wall is around the exterior. It’s a real permanent barrier to prevent digging 
altogether. That was different from how it was stipulated, but it is a change that accomplishes what 
the intent of that stipulation was.  
Also, the landscape plans that were submitted in 2017 showed evergreen trees planted along the 
exterior of the enclosure, right up against the enclosure. The applicant planted all of the trees that 
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were shown on the plan, but instead of planting them adjacent to the enclosure, she built a berm. It’s 
about two-foot tall, and planted the evergreens on the top of this berm. That allows room for the 
driveway to go in. The other berm is further to the west, and is similar to the berm you see here in this 
picture, but it’s in a location where the detached garage can be constructed and the screening will not 
be disturbed. That’s what the amendments that are being requested tonight consist of, is the change 
in the fencing to provide a permanent concrete and stone wall barrier, to prevent the digging, as well 
as the placement of the evergreen trees on berms.  
There were several stipulations with the approved CUPs. One was that the serval be declawed, all 
four paws. That has been done and certified by the applicant’s vet. Another was that the serval be 
fitted with a GPS collar and constantly monitored. That has been done. He is monitored with the GPS 
collar, as well as with cameras within the enclosure. The applicant has been operating in accordance 
with all of the stipulations of the CUP. In addition, she is now licensed by the USDA as a commercial 
breeder and is in compliance with all of their regulations as well.  
The area surrounding the property has changed a little bit. Homes located on properties immediately 
north and south of this property have been completed as well. The properties to the north and south 
are the closest neighbors to the property, and there have been no complaints received about the 
operation over the last three years. Staff did receive a call from a neighbor to the east, on the east 
side of Moonlight in the Silver Wraith Subdivision and they were in support of the application. There 
may be other neighbors as well. We have not received any notice that anybody has an opposition to 
renewal of the Conditional Use Permit or the amendments. Staff is recommending approval of the 
renewal of both of the CUPs with the amendments noted, for a term of ten years. With that, I’d be 
happy to answer any questions you have for staff.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Pamela. Are there any questions of the Planning Department from the 
Board members?  
Mr. Crumbaker: I have a question. Have you had any cases of serval cats getting out? And if so, what 
have you heard about them?  
Ms. Hayhow: I spoke with the applicant and it’s my understanding that the serval has not had any 
escape attempts or accomplishments. But, she can answer that more fully, Mr. Crumbaker.  
Mr. Crumbaker: Okay, well you’ve answered it. If she’s reported that to you, I assume that’s what you 
know. That's good by me. Thank you.  
Mr. Leuenberg: Is ten years a typical length for something like this? Or, are there other lengths?  
Ms. Hayhow: Ten years is a term that is recommended for a lot of CUPs. That's an amount of time 
that we can kind of keep them monitored if the area has changed such that the CUP no longer fits 
with the area any longer. But, I would say ten years is definitely a standard term. This is an unusual 
request. We don’t have any other serval cats in the unincorporated area.  
Mr. Leuenberg: Thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions?  
Mr. Neese: I’ve got a question.  
Chair Willnauer: All right, Jim.  
Mr. Neese: This is just a general question. I certainly have never had any problems with this at all, 
but I’m just thinking about in the future. It’s more of a question of staff, their attitude about kennels in 
the future, because we’ve kind of set a precedent here with the number of animals that are there – 
which I’m fine with, by the way – but what’s your attitude if somebody comes in – and I don’t what the 
distance between their house and the people to the north – what’s your attitude if I came in tomorrow 
and I said, “Hey look, I live on ten acres, piano keyboard, 300 feet wide, and I’m 40 feet from my 
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nearest neighbor on one side of the property, and I raise bird dogs. I see that you’ve had, people have 
had these cats and their two dogs. You’ve allowed for 15 cats to my neighbor a couple miles from 
me. What’s your attitude about me having bird dogs? They bark and there’s going to be…I only need 
12.” What’s the attitude that you look at when you look at kennels in the area that’s going to be…It’s 
not going to be densely populated, but we’re going to have a change out here, no question about it. 
Because this is going to come up. We get these once in a while. It’s kind of a general question. It’s 
not specific to this, but I just kind of want to know, when you look at these things, what are you talking 
about? Noise, or distance to the property line and so on?  
Ms. Hayhow: Sure. Each request, we look at individually. Cats are different from dogs. Like you noted, 
dogs are generally noisier when they’re outside. Cats being outside, their meows aren’t heard, so 
they’re not as much of a noise issue, but each type of animal, each property, anybody that’s 
requesting a Conditional Use Permit, we look at the specifics of what’s being requested, as well as 
whether it fits in with the area. That’s as general as I can be, Jim.  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll add to what Pamela mentioned. That’s pretty much accurate. There is really no 
specific performance and development standards that apply across the board for every property 
because of course, every property is unique, but as Pamela mentioned, a lot goes into consideration 
for each one of these requests for a Conditional Use Permit – the size of the property, the buffers and 
the separation from neighboring properties, what number and quantity of animals would be kept in 
the kennel. Each one of those is unique, and every case is a little bit different in terms of the 
stipulations and what is recommended. It’s a case-by-case situation, certainly, for these Conditional 
Use Permits.  
Mr. Neese: That’s the question he asked about the ten years. That’s when the time thing is important, 
because if you have somebody that’s got a dog kennel that’s in a pretty sparse area and if we can 
cut the times down that if they’re going to be a nuisance if an area is in a heavy growth area. Anyway, 
thanks for that. I didn’t know if you had specific formulas, or just kind of on each individual case, so 
thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Jim. Are there any other questions to the staff from the Zoning Board? 
At this time, we’d like to hear the applicant presentation of ten minutes or less. The applicant shall 
provide a brief overview of the proposal and comments in response to the staff report.  
Mike Morris, [no address given], appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the following 
comments:  
Mr. Morris: I don’t know if I have very much more to say than what Pamela had to say. It’s been going 
really well. We decided, actually, to do concrete instead of digging it down. The posts are actually 
screwed in, just like a normal foundation on a house would be, so probably impossible for the cat to 
dig through that. We felt like doing that would actually be even better than digging it down, so there’s 
no way a cat can dig out. There’s actually galvanized steel on the cage for the serval, not just little 
mesh, so it’s definitely impossible…Kind of what they use for cattle and stuff like that, very small holes 
so they can’t squeeze through or anything like that.  
Overall, his name is Cairo. He’s a pretty nice serval. We actually have had neighbors come over to 
our house frequently, bringing their grandchildren to get pictures with Cairo and hold him and pet him. 
As far as demeanor, he is a very, very well-manner cat, and anyone that comes over and sees him 
has that same feeling and outcome for him. We have many people that do come over just to see 
Cairo. Children, kids, my nephew – he came over and probably about the worst thing that’s ever 
happened is he got sprayed, so he wasn’t super excited about that. But overall, it’s been a very 
positive thing. Our neighbors tell us all the time they can’t believe how well taken care of the cats are 
and what a cool thing it is for it to be around. We even had a Sheriff stop by during the lock-down 
because I guess not a lot to do because everyone is in their houses. They stopped by and they 
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checked it out, and they were really impressed with how everything was going, as well, too. Overall, 
things have been going really well. We feel like we’ve been following all the standards that we’ve 
been asked to, and we’d love to continue on with them.  
Chair Willnauer: All right, Mike. Thank you for your presentation. Are there any questions of the 
applicant from the Zoning Board?  
Mr. Fowks: The only question I have is, is the applicant okay with all the stipulations that the staff has 
recommended?  
Mr. Morris: Yes. I didn’t know if that questions was for me to answer, but yes.  
Mr. Fowks: Okay. Thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other questions for Mike from the Zoning Board members? Are there 
any further questions by the Zoning Board of staff, the applicant or public? Are there any public 
comments?  
Ms. Davis: We have a Holli Papish. She just messaged the Board and said, “We are the neighbors to 
the south, and love the cats.” I’m not sure if she wants to actually speak, but that is what she has 
asked for me to let you all know.  
Chair Willnauer: If she would like to speak, this would be the time that she could.  
Ms. Davis: Holli, you are now allowed to speak, if you would like to go ahead and share your thoughts 
with the Board members. 
Holli Papish, 12270 Moonlight Road, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  
Ms. Papish: We’re the neighbors to the south. We love the Morrises . They’re very good people. They 
have a great property, take very, very good care of their cats. We just love everything they do for the 
people in the community.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Holli. We appreciate that. Are there any other public comments? Are 
there any further questions by the Zoning Board members? [none] At this time, we’ll close the public 
comment section of our meeting, and we will discuss the application among the Zoning Board 
members. Would anybody like to have any discussion?  
Mr. Fowks: My only comment is that from pictures and from the other comments and the way I’ve 
observed the property, since I live pretty close, it’s a very first-class operation that they’re running, 
and I highly recommend that we continue this.  
Motion by Mr. Fowks, seconded by Mr. Crumbaker, to approve the amendments and the renewal of 
the two Conditional Use Permits for the private kennel and the keeping of the exotic cat animal, the 
serval, on the subject property, for the reasons and subject to the stipulations recommended by staff.  

Chair Willnauer: Is there any other discussion for the motion that’s on the floor? [none] 
Motion carries, 5-0.  

Chair Willnauer: We will recommend approval for the application for the Conditional Use Permits for 
the private kennel on the property of Mike Morris and his wife. Sean, when will this go before the 
Board of County Commissioners?  
Mr. Pendley: Pamela’s got it, but I’ll double check this to make sure I’m right. The date for this Board 
of County Commissioners meeting will be Thursday, November 19th and 9:30 a.m. in the 
Administration Building at 111 South Cherry in Olathe. It will be an in-person meeting.  
Ms. Hayhow: Yes, that’s correct.  
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Chair Willnauer: Wonderful. 
C. Application No. NW 20-80-ADUP (LE) – Accessory Dwelling Unit Permit – 13665 

Nemaha Road 
Christopher J. Jansen, applicant/landowner, requesting an Accessory Dwelling Unit 
Permit to allow construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, on approximately 46 acres, 
zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 34, Township 13, Range 22. 

Chair Willnauer: At this point, we would like to hear the Planning office presentation, please.  
Ms. Miller: Thank you. This application is for an accessory dwelling unit permit. An accessory 
dwelling unit means that there is going to be a second house on the property. That means that 
there’s bathroom facilities, kitchen facilities and sleeping facilities. Currently, on this 46 acres, the 
landowner, Chris Jansen, lives on the site. He lives in an existing house that’s about 3,000 square 
feet, and he wants to build another home about 50 feet away from the existing home and move 
over there into the new home. The new home will have about 7,000 square feet of livable area 
and a building footprint of about 11,000 square feet. So, the property owner will live in the new, 
larger home and will use the existing home as their guesthouse.  
The reason why a public hearing is required is because accessory dwelling units can be 
administratively approved, but there is a set of performance standards that have to be met. Those 
performance standards were chosen to allow accessory dwelling units that work in every situation 
– on two-acre parcels, on 100-acre parcels. This one doesn’t meet those performance standards 
because the accessory dwelling unit can’t be over 900 square feet, and this accessory dwelling 
unit will be 3,000 square feet. So, it can’t be administratively approved, but with a public hearing 
and an accessory dwelling unit permit, it can be approved if it meets the Golden criteria and also 
if the property owner lives on the site in one of the two buildings. That's why we’re here, to see if 
the proposal will blend in appropriately with the neighborhood and if it also will function as an 
accessory to the main building. Just to emphasize and repeat, no matter what, one of the main 
requirements is that the landowner live on the site in either one of the two buildings.  
I’m going to show you some pictures of the site. Here is the site. It’s about 46 acres. This is 135th 
Street. This is Homestead Lane. The address is on Nemaha Road. That’s a private road. It’s 
basically a driveway. It’s a private driveway, and there is also an easement on this portion to allow 
this home right here to also share the driveway. So, there’s this private access easement to allow 
this home access and the existing home is right here. Here’s a zoomed in view. Here’s the private 
driveway. I think it’s about 2,000 feet from the road. Here is the existing house right here. Here is 
that existing house, and this is its relationship to the proposed new house, so the existing house 
will be the smaller 3,000-square-foot home, and then the larger house will be about 7,000 square 
feet of livable area. That whole footprint will be about 11,000 square feet, so it will be joined by 
this walkway. They are canted towards each other. Here is the proposed home. It shares some 
elements with the existing home. It has the timber siding, and it has a gable roof that will face the 
existing log home. Then, here is the existing home now. They will relate to each other with the 
timber elements, with their gabled roofs and that type of thing.  
We reviewed the proposal for several different things. We looked at the utilities serving the site. 
We found that the infrastructure is adequate to serve the proposed use. We also found that the 
proposed ADU permit is consistent with the Rural and Residential zoning in the area, because 
the ADU does function as an accessory to the principle dwelling. We looked at the proposed sizes 
and the 3,000 square feet is definitely subordinate to the 11,000-square-foot footprint. They are 
both two-story homes. We found also that the location wasn’t dominant, that the two have a good 
relationship to each other, the way that they are canted towards each other and rather close 
together. We also found that the appearance, it was related to the new building and that they are 
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coordinating, and they go well together. We also found that the proposal is in keeping with the 
character of the neighborhood. The existing house and the proposed house will have an overall 
visual effect that will blend with the surroundings and that follows the neighborhood development 
pattern of varied setbacks and varied residential designs. We found that the proposed new home 
would cause minimal detrimental effects to nearby parcels due to the large area of the parcel. It’s 
46 acres. There are very large setbacks of the proposed new dwelling from existing houses. The 
nearest house is approximately 1,000 feet away, and it’s about 2,000 feet from 135th Street. The 
lot is very well screened. There is a lot of woods and tree cover on the lot, so that this proposal 
will blend very well with the character of the neighborhood.  
We recommended approval for those very reasons. We recommend approval to allow the 
accessory dwelling unit with a livable area of approximately 3,110 square in conjunction with the 
principle dwelling unit. We have some stipulations. One of the main stipulations is that the owners 
shall occupy either the principle dwelling unit or the accessory dwelling as their domicile. That's a 
continuing condition for purposes of this ADU permit. If that condition ceases, then we would need 
to revisit the ADU permit.  
Also, a requirement is that the owner would file with the Register of Deeds a notice to future 
property owners to alert them of the limitations of this and of the ownership requirements. We 
also have some other stipulations, for example, that if remodeling is done on the accessory 
dwelling unit, they cannot increase the size of the livable area unless they come back and get 
permission with this Board.  
Planning staff recommends approval with stipulations and for the reasons that we just touched 
on. For those that are interested, there is a motion, if at some point after your discussion you wish 
to look at it, on page 15 of the staff report. If at some point you need it, here is the recommended 
motion. I’ll take questions.  
Mr. Leuenberg: As far as the driveway, are there any requirements? I know we’ve run into this 
before where if you have a certain number of dwellings, for fire? The size of it? Does that enter 
into this at all, as far as that?  
Ms. Miller: No. They would need to meet the fire code when they pull their building permit, and I 
have been in touch with the County Building Official. He has taken a general look at it, and he 
doesn’t see any particular problem.  
Mr. Leuenberg: Right, because there was something about that a fire truck has to be able to turn 
around, or something like that? I know this isn’t exactly a subdivision, but if you have multiple 
houses back there, it has to be wide enough for certain types of access and maneuverability and 
things like that.  
Ms. Miller: And once you get up to the site there is plenty of room for a fire truck to turn around. 
It’s a pretty substantial driveway. It would be adequate for a fire truck, but yes, our Building Official, 
who is also in charge of fire codes, did take a look at this project.   
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Karen. Are there any other questions for Karen from the Zoning 
Board? Hearing none, we will open up the time for the applicant presentation of ten minutes or 
less. The applicant shall provide a brief overview of the proposal and comments in response to 
the staff report.  
Mr. Pendley: I believe Chris Jansen is available on audio to present.  
Chris Jansen, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the following comments:  
Mr. Jansen: Thanks for your time this evening. I don’t have much additional comments. I’ve been 
speaking with Karen over the last few weeks. I guess maybe I’ll just give a general note of why, 
or what we’re looking to do. Maybe no more than two minutes or so. We are originally from 
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Wisconsin, my wife and myself. We moved down to Olathe in 2014. Originally, we had moved into 
the Falcon Ridge area with the intent to look for property. We grew up on property in Wisconsin, 
wanted to get out, and we stumbled across this one in 2016 and then moved out here. Since then, 
we have three young boys, really enjoy the country. We’re kind of hobby farmers. We have brome 
hay and some corn and some soybeans and things now. So, the house that Karen showed in the 
picture is, in fact, true timber. It’s a timber construction home. The original plan was to put a larger 
outbuilding with maybe some guest rooms in, because a lot of our family comes down from 
Wisconsin to visit, and they have kids, our nieces and nephews, etc.  
As we started to work through with Keller, who is our planners and architects, we would have had 
to, I believe, qualify that as an accessory dwelling either way. So, that was one of the reasons 
why we initially wanted the second building for the workshop and garage, and then as we started 
working with Keller on how we could down the road expand or remodel this existing home we’re 
in now, it got pretty complicated, because it’s an existing log home, so rebuilding the infrastructure 
and additional mechanical rooms, the cost was quite expensive in maybe comparison to 
extending this building we’re discussing now as our future home. The extra square foot, to put a 
few more bedrooms and then use it as our primary.  
So, that was how this all got started. Again, three young boys. Love being out here. Love the city. 
Just looking at some of the material pricing with COVID impacts and different things, it made 
sense to maybe just focus on leaving this house as is and expanding the new home. That's the 
path we chose. With that, I think that’s all I had. I just wanted to give some context of why that 
building. Can I help answer any questions?  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any questions of the applicant from the Zoning Board?  
Mr. Crumbaker: None from I.  
Chair Willnauer: Chris, I think that the  plans are very nicely done. I think it fits in with the rest of 
the area, and I know that you’re really going to enjoy raising your boys here. We’ve all been real 
happy with this area, and we’re glad that you chose to move down here and become part of our 
community. Are there any public comments? Sean?  
Mr. Pendley: There is no one signed up to speak, and I do not see anybody who has requested 
to speak for this item.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Sean. Are there any other questions by the Zoning Board of the staff, 
the applicant, or the public? Hearing none, we will close the public comment section of our 
meeting and discuss the application among the Zoning Board members. I will go first. Like I said 
to Chris, I think that this would be a good addition to our community and the area, and I think it 
would be a nice thing to have.  
Mr. Fowks: I agree with you. It’s on a nice, large piece of property, and it also is fairly secluded, 
so I don’t think it’s going to cause a visual problem for anyone in the area.  
Mr. Crumbaker: I agree to both of those comments. I’m ready to make a motion, if you’re ready 
to entertain one.  
Chair Willnauer: I am ready to entertain one, Mark.  
Motion by Mr. Crumbaker, seconded by Mr. Fowks, to approve an accessory dwelling unit permit 
for accessory dwelling unit that is larger than allowed by the Regulations on the subject property 
for the reasons and subject to the stipulations recommended by staff.  

Chair Willnauer: Is there any further discussion? Hearing none, we will now vote.  
Motion carries, 5-0.  
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Chair Willnauer: The Zoning Board approves recommending the application for the Board of 
County Commissioners. Karen or Sean, when will this go before the Board of County 
Commissioners?  
Ms. Miller: This will go before the Board on Thursday, November 19th at 9:30 a.m. It will be an in-
person meeting. It will be at the Board of County Commissioners Hearing Room on the top floor 
of the Johnson County Administration Building at 111 South Cherry Street in Olathe, Kansas.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much, and Chris, you have an opportunity to attend that meeting 
as well.  

D. Application No. NW 20-81-FP (LE) – Final Plat – 30600 W. 143rd Street  
Todd Allenbrand, applicant, and Brett Manifold, landowner, requesting Final Plat for 4 
residential lots, Brody’s Ridge (formerly Brinlyn Ridge), on 76 acres, on property 
zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 35, Township 13, Range 22 

Chair Willnauer: If we could have the presentation from the Planning staff.  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll be presenting this case for Diane Wicklund. I’d like to enter the staff report dated 
October 12, 2020, into the record. This application is a request for a final plat for four residential lots, 
to be known as Brody’s Ridge. As you may recall, this preliminary plat was approved in August of this 
year, known as Brinlyn Ridge. Same property, same area. The subject property is located 30600 West 
143rd Street. It’s on the north side of 143rd Street. This is the vicinity map showing the property. It’s 
located in the approximate vicinity of Waverly Road. This property, again, is the same property that 
was previously approved. The subject property is shown here in the blue outline. The preliminary plat 
included the same area. These existing parcels – there are two parcels here – but the preliminary plat 
will include four residential lots that range from 15 to 24 acres. This preliminary plat was approved by 
the Board of County Commissioners as is identified here, the preliminary and the same final plat. That 
was approved by the Board of County Commissioners on September 17th of this year. Again, this is 
just showing the subject property and aerial view.  
I’ll cut to the final plat here. As indicated, the final plat – it’s kind of hard to see at this scale, it’s such 
a large property – there are 76 acres total, four lots that are identified here, with one existing access. 
There is an existing driveway that serves the east half of the property, Lots 1 and 4, and then the west 
half of the property, Lots 2 and 3, will be served by an extension of Lakeview Drive to the north. There 
will be cul-de-sac extension. Same layout as was approved with the preliminary plat, so nothing has 
changed here. Within the subject property there is a 100-year floodplain that bisects the site and also 
an overhead power line. That more or less divides the two between east and west, so there is no 
change in terms of that same layout. Lots 2 and 3 will have access from Lakeview Drive and then 
Lots 1 and 4 will be accessed from 143rd Street with a shared driveway.  
The existing driveway entrance on 143rd Street will need to be improved as was previously stipulated 
with the preliminary plat. There are similar stipulations that carried forth in the final plat for an 
improvement to the access road to meet fire access road requirements. Otherwise, the driveway, if 
you recall, there was an extensive discussion at the preliminary plat stage for the previous proposal. 
This originally had included three lots, if you recall, and upon remand from the Board of County 
Commissioners sent back to the Board here, and an alternative was considered and recommended 
for approval for two lots. Those will be served by the same access drive as was previously approved 
in September. So, no change to that.  
The preliminary plat was approved with a waiver for minimum infrastructure requirements for the 
minimum street frontage for Lots 1 and 4 for access on 143rd Street. That waiver was recommended 
for approval and was approved by the Board of County Commissioners. There were also three plat 
exceptions that were approved with the preliminary plat for lot depth-to-width ratios for Lots 1 and 4, 
the overlength of the cul-de-sac drive for Lakeview Drive to the north, and I think that the final plat 
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exception that included actually the frontage for Lots 1 and 4, so that included the original waiver 
request. As mentioned before, there will be an access easement for Lots 1 and 4 that will share the 
existing access drive. An easement is identified on the final plat and a separate easement agreement 
will be required to be executed and recorded for those two properties to provide mutual access to the 
two lots. That easement will be approved as identified on the plat in a separate agreement for the 
shared driveway will be required to be recorded with the final plat. That's included in the stipulations.  
The final plat is identical to the preliminary plat as was approved. Staff does recommend approval for 
the final plat as it is consistent with the preliminary plat and does comply with the Zoning and 
Subdivision Regulations as stipulated. That concludes staff’s presentation. The applicant, Todd 
Allenbrand, with Payne and Brockway, and the landowner, Brett Manifold, are available for questions 
as well.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much, Sean. Are there any questions of staff from the Zoning Board 
members? 
Mr. Crumbaker: Good work.  
Chair Willnauer: Hearing none, would the applicant like to give his presentation in ten minutes or less?  
Todd Allenbrand, Payne and Brockway, 426 South Kansas Avenue, appeared before the Zoning 
Board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Allenbrand: There won’t really be any presentation. It’s pretty cut and dry. We’re in agreement 
with the staff report, and Brett is just looking forward to moving on to the next step. We appreciate the 
time you’ve taken to go over this case and the process to get to this point was a little challenging, but 
we really appreciate the hard work you guys have done, and we’re looking forward to it a lot.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Todd. Would Brett like to say anything? I don’t see that his mic is 
unmuted, so I’m going to take that as a no. There we go. Brett, would you like to say anything?  
Brett Manifold, [no address given], appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Manifold: Like Todd said, I appreciate all that you guys have done. It has been a long process, 
but like he said, we’re just looking to move forward. Thank you very much for your time.  
Chair Willnauer: You’re welcome, Brett. Are there any questions of the applicant from the Zoning 
Board members? Hearing none, are there any public comments to be made? Sean?  
Mr. Pendley: Nobody has requested to speak, and I do not see anybody raising their hand.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you very much. Are there any further questions by the Zoning Board of  staff, 
the applicant or public? Hearing none, we will close the public comment section of our meeting and 
discuss the application among the Zoning Board members. Is there any discussion? [none] I would 
entertain a motion.  
Motion by Mr. Crumbaker, seconded by Mr. Fowks, to approve the final plat as outlined in Application 
No. NW 2081-FP, for the rationale and reasons and stipulations indicated in the staff report.  

Chair Willnauer: There is a motion on the floor for approval of this final plat. Is there any other 
discussion? [none]  
Motion carries, 5-0.  

Chair Willnauer: The application will go before the Board of County Commissioners. The Zoning 
Board is recommending approval of the final plat. Sean, will that also be the Thursday, November 
19th, at 9:30 a.m.?  
Mr. Pendley: That is correct. The same meeting date as the other cases on this agenda. That will be 
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an in-person meeting at the County Administration Building, Board Hearing Room, 111 South Cherry 
Street, Olathe.  
Chair Willnauer: Thank you, Sean. 
 
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS [None]  
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [None.] 
IX.  NEW BUSINESS [None.]  
Mr. Crumbaker: Nothing to discuss, but I do want to say the staff did extraordinarily well with the 
reports on all of theses issues we considered this evening. I appreciate that.  
Mr. Pendley: Thank you.  
Chair Willnauer: I think we all agree about that.  
Mr. Neese: I have a quick question. Is there a possibility, or do we have clue whether or not we’re 
going to have in-staff? I know the County Commissioners have an in-person meeting next month. 
Do you all anticipate doing that, or are we continue with what we’re doing now, which is fine, but 
do you have any idea?  
Mr. Pendley: Great question, Mr. Neese. That’s a perfect segue into the final item. I did mention 
to Kathleen earlier today, I did want to mention this at the end of the meeting today. That's 
something that we’ve been discussing as staff, and we’ve also discussed with the other zoning 
boards. I don’t think we’ve had a meeting yet, since all of this pandemic started, where we had an 
in-person meeting back here in the Board of County Commissioners, in the Board Hearing Room, 
here at the Administration Building. We did have another zoning board meeting in the summer. In 
June we had the Southeast Zoning Board, and that, I can tell you, was kind of challenging actually. 
Of course, it probably had something to do with the fact that it was in a smaller meeting room. It 
was at the Fire Station building there is Stilwell. It was challenging because we had three cases, 
and we were running applicants and residents back and forth between the meeting room. It was 
musical chairs, kind of shuffling people in and out, so you still have the limits of people, and the 
same would go for a meeting here, in person.  
We talked about that. It can be done, yes. We can have a meeting just as the Board of County 
Commissioners do here at the Administration Building. We could limit the numbers of people 
coming in and out of the room and limit applicants to four or five chairs available for the public, 
but there are limitations, and you have to have masks, and there are other things. There are still 
some concerns, health concerns, with that. It can be done. We have found that in talking with the 
other Board members – and this is what we wanted to talk about tonight with this Board – it has 
seemed to work best for now to continue on Zoom Webinar, although it has its challenges, for 
sure. We try to keep the technology, hopefully utilizing it as best we can, and hopefully everybody 
is able to connect. But, that seems to work best in terms of health concerns and not having to 
worry about coming in and out of a building. Some people do still have concerns. We’re certainly 
open to any suggestions. Our thought was we want to continue on Zoom Webinar for now, but 
certainly at the soonest possible opportunity bring back to having an in-person meeting. I do still 
know that there are some people with concerns about that.  
The other thing we did want to talk about is trying to have a consistent meeting time. Traditionally, 
this Board has met at 7:00 on Mondays. We would like to keep it on the same day of the week, 
but we would like to move it to a 6:30 standard time, whether it be on Zoom Webinar or in person. 
That would be consistent with our other zoning boards. We’re trying to move to that consistency. 
We would be on Zoom Webinar at 6:30, or here at the Administration Building at 6:30. We wanted 
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to see if anyone had concerns about the time and any other discussion. I’ll open it up to any 
questions or comments.  
Mr. Neese: If it’s 6:30 and we’re consistent with everybody else, 30 minutes isn’t going to make 
any difference. That gets the staff home a little bit earlier in the wintertime. I think the staff’s done, 
like Mark said, a great job on putting this together and working out some of the kinks as they come 
along, so I’d recommend that you guys…I can’t speak for everybody, but I think we’d probably go 
along with whatever you wanted.  
Mr. Pendley: Okay. We appreciate that. Any input, and we certainly will try to get that information 
soon. We’re actually in the process, too, of updating the 2021 calendar. We have to have that 
presented and ready to go, because before you know it here, the next deadline of cases coming 
up will be already into the 2021 year. We’ll plan on a 6:30 time. At this time, the meeting locations 
are subject to change. We still intend to come back here eventually, but for now we’ll continue on 
Zoom Webinar.  
Certainly another thing that has come up that was a valid question, and we’re concerned about 
the same thing – if we happen to have an application that we anticipate a large turnout of the 
public, it can be more challenging on Zoom Webinar. Although, it can work. I think our license 
allows up to 500. Literally, 500 people could connect on the Zoom Webinar link, but it does open 
up the door for more potential conflicts so we ideally, of course, want to have a public hearing in 
person when we can. I guess, really, just subject to the health orders and health concerns. We’ll 
welcome any comments and direction, but we’ll plan to keep it on webinar for now until we hear 
anything else, otherwise. We’re certainly happy to hear any questions or concerns.  
Chair Willnauer: Are there any other comments?  
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion for adjournment by Mr. Neese.  

Motion carries, 5-0. 

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Northeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chair Willnauer, at 7:28 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Willnauer, Chair 
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