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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Johnson County Fire District No. 2 Station 

19120 Metcalf Avenue 
Stilwell, Kansas 

 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, March 4, 2020 
6:30 P.M. 

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, March 4, 2020, and was called to order by Jason Meier, Chair, with 
the following members present and participating, to-wit: John Lloyd, Dennis Bollin and Ed 
Schlesselman. Andrew Ramos, Ken Klingensmith and Ken Sanderson were absent. Also in 
attendance were Jeffrey Malotte and Sean Pendley, Johnson County Planning Department.  
II.  AGENDA ITEMS 
Chairman Meier: Is there anything that needs to be added, deleted, revised? I’m going to suggest 
that we adjust the agenda and move Application B to number 1 and move Application A to the 
second one.  
Motion by amend the agenda passed unanimously 4-0. 

Chairman. Meier: Any disclosures of conflicts of interest? [none] Any disclosure of external 
contacts or discussions? [none]  
III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chairman Meier:  Do I hear an approval of the minutes of the February 5th meeting? Does anyone 
want to make a motion to approve the minutes? 
Motion by Mr. Schlesselman, seconded by Mr. Bollin, that the minutes of the Zoning Board 
meeting held on February 5, 2020, be approved. Motion passed unanimously 4-0. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Meier:  Board of County Commissioners’ actions.  
Mr. Malotte: From February, Miller conditional use permit and the Adams Farm final plat will go 
the Board of County Commissioners next Thursday. From your January meeting, the Adams Farm 
preliminary plat and rezoning was approved by the Board on February 13th. 
Chairman Meier: Any Planning Commission actions?  
Mr. Malotte: The Planning Commission met and discussed things. No action was taken. However, 
they began discussions of access to arterial streets, large lots, and ways to deal with geographic 
variations and access along Type 3 CARNP routes, which only allow a driveway every 1,320 feet. 
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A little more creative ways maybe, but still meeting the spirit of the regulations to get through 
those. 
Chairman. Meier: Thank you. Without Ken here, I don’t believe there’s any progress on the Stilwell 
Community Plan, so we will move on. 
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

B. Application Nos. SE 19-25-REZ (AU) Rezoning, SE 19-26-PP/FP (AU) Preliminary 
and Final Plat – Free State, and SE 20-31-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit – 5885 
Locust Street 

 Phelps Engineering, Inc., applicant, and Matthew and Tracey Smith, landowners, 
requesting Rezoning from RUR, Rural District, and PRU1B, Planned Residential Urban 
1B District, to RN2, Residential Neighborhood Two District, Preliminary and Final Plat 
for one residential lot (Free State),  and Conditional Use Permit for accessory buildings, 
on approximately 3 acres in Section 5, Township 15, Range 25. 

Mr. Malotte: I’d like to enter the February 26, 2020, staff report into the record. This is for an 
existing lot. The house has been there since 1969. The outbuildings, one has been there since at 
least 1954, the other one sometime between that and the 1980’s. It’s kind of an odd configuration. 
The current lot, if you look at what’s up on the board right now, it’s to divide this piece away from 
that. That’s all one lot. The property may go back as far as the 1945 county vacation of the north 
part of the Aubry plat. The whole thing was vacated back in 1945. There used to be, these same 
lots that you’re seeing on the bottom of the screen, all the way north up to what’s now 194th Street. 
The property owner wishes to separate out that 2.5 and put another half-acre with it down here, 
so that it can be treated as a separate parcel, sold separately. The house dates from 1969. The 
CUP is for these two accessory buildings, and you can see the outlines in pink. They’re right up 
on the property line. They were built before there were setbacks enforced in Aubry Township and 
they are still 25 feet from the edge of the road and have never been a hazard. Been there a long, 
long time. No reason why they shouldn’t be able to stay, which is what this CUP provides. As with 
a lot of old properties, they don’t quite fit into current County regulations, which is why we have 
the waivers and exceptions. There’s a waiver from minimum infrastructure because, typically in 
urban fringe areas where this is located, because it’s in the Stilwell Community Plan, Blue Valley 
Plan area, you have to put in dry sewers in anticipation of sewers coming, unless they’re not 
expected within 15 years. They are not expected in 15 years here, so the chief engineer of the 
wastewater district has recommended – and staff concurs with them – that this ought to get a 
waiver and not have to do that.  
Other infrastructure. This lot is in the part of the Stilwell where there are fire flow capable water 
lines, but no fire hydrants are available. The building code requires that a fire hydrant be installed 
adjacent to this property, and the applicant has agreed to do that.  
We went through all the usual Golden criteria, whether it’s compatible with the neighborhood. It’s 
been there a long, long time. No other issues of significance arose in the analysis. There are two 
plat exceptions allowing the accessory buildings to stay where they are. And there’s also a plat 
exception for street construction. Again, this is because it’s in an older area. If you build a new 
subdivision, you have to create the lots you need, rock shoulders and ditches. They aren’t there 
in Stilwell. There’s no reason to make them build them around this one three-acre lot. As it is for 
a long, long time, it’s compatible with the rest of the subdivision, so we’re recommending that plat 
exception as well. 
I should explain the rezoning. It’s being rezoned to RN2, which is appropriate for this density, and 
the reason that zoning is required is that when you create a three-acre lot from a much larger 
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parcel, you drop below the 10-acre threshold allowed in the Rural District. There has to be some 
kind of residential zoning. The tail that’s still in Aubry is a residential density, the little half-acre 
piece is a residential density zoning for a much denser lot. So, the RN2 covering the whole piece 
resolves the difference in zoning and lot size issue. 
With that, we are recommending approval of the rezoning, of the waiver, of the three plat 
exceptions, and the conditional use permit. The buildings are 273 square feet over size for a three 
acre lot. No reason to make them chop off the end of one of the buildings. We are also 
recommending approval of that. We have a suggested motion at the top of page 15, and a number 
of stipulations for the plat, the conditional use permit, reasons for approval. I’ll be happy to answer 
any questions. 
Chairman. Meier: Any questions of staff? [None.] Thank you. Now is the time when we would 
entertain a presentation from the applicant. 
Harold Phelps, Applicant, Phelps Engineering, 1270 North Winchester, Olathe, appeared before 
the zoning board and made the following comments  

Mr. Phelps: I’m representing Matt Smith here, the property owner. I think staff did an excellent job 
in preparing the staff report, so I’m not going to go into a lot of detail. The bottom line is, all we’re 
trying to do is take a piece of property that is separated by road right-of-way, street right-of-way, 
and properties to the south, and make it one tract. What we’re doing is combining some vacated 
right-of-way, some old pieces of lots and vacated lots, so we’re getting one tax bill, and making it 
more marketable if and when he wants to sell the lot. With that said, we would agree with the 
stipulations, including adding the fire hydrant in order to meet current fire code. With that, I’d be 
happy to answer any questions. 
Chairman Meier: Any questions of the applicant? Do you have a cost estimate to install a fire 
hydrant? 
Mr. Phelps: I think we’re estimating $5,000 to $6,000. 
Chairman Meier: Any other questions of the applicant? Thank you. Now is the time we open it up 
to public input. State your name and address for the record. 
James Sims, 226 Delaware, Stilwell, appeared before the zoning board and made the following 
comments  

Mr. Sims: I live in the neighborhood. My question is simple. Is the water line, would it support a 
fire hydrant today? Or will they have to replace the water line? 
Mr. Malotte: It’s an eight-inch line, so it should support a fire hydrant. 
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Thank you for your question. Anyone else? All right, seeing none, 
we’ll close the public input portion of the meeting. Now is when we talk amongst ourselves, or if 
somebody would like to make a motion? I think this is a pretty straightforward application, to be 
quite honest with you. 
Mr. Schlesselman: But it’s got to be done in three pieces? 
Chairman Meier: Is that what you’re saying, is we have to make a motion on 1, 2 and 3?  
Mr. Malotte: I’ve given a suggestion there. There’s a lot of pieces to it. It’s at the top of page 15. 
That will cover all the components. 
Mr. Schlesselman: Is there any reason it can’t be in one motion? Or do you need these separated? 
That’s my question. 
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Mr. Malotte: Well, if you want to reword it and put it all into one motion, it’s possible. That’s usually 
not how we do it. 
Mr. Schlesselman: Okay. That’s fine. I move to approve the change of zoning from RUR, Rural 
District, and PRU-1B Planned Residential Urban Single-Family 1B, to RN-2, Residential 
Neighborhood Two District for the reasons recommended by staff, to approve the associated 
preliminary and final plat for the reasons and with the stipulations recommended by staff, and a 
waiver from the Minimum Infrastructure Requirements for the reasons recommended by staff. 
Chairman. Meier: And we need to vote on each of these individually? Is that correct? 
Mr. Malotte: You can put it all together and… 
Mr. Schlesselman: I’m going to put it all together. Continuing, I further move to approve a plat 
exception to allow Wall and Locust Streets to remain as constructed, and two plat exceptions, 
one each for the two existing accessory buildings on the property, to remain in their present 
locations, for the reasons recommended by staff; and, I move to approve a Conditional Use Permit 
for two detached accessory buildings on the subject property that together exceed the size limit 
required by the Regulations, for the reasons and with the stipulations recommended by staff. 
Mr. Bollin: Second 
Motion passed unanimously 4-0. 

Mr. Malotte: This will go to the Board of County Commissioners on Thursday, April 2, 2020, at 
9:30 a.m., County Administration Building, Commission Hearing Room, 111 South Cherry Street, 
Olathe, Kansas.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Thank you very much.  
 

A. Application No. SE 19-19-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit – 21150 Country 
Place Lane 
David W. and Julie D. Secrist, applicant/landowners, requesting Conditional Use Permit 
for a private dog kennel on approximately 7 acres, on property zoned RN1, Residential 
Neighborhood One District, in Section 15, Township 15, Range 25.  

Mr. Malotte: This is the third time it’s been before you. A little bit of history. This is for a private 
kennel to keep 10 adult dogs on 7.6 acres. To explain “kennel,” in the County regulations, anyone 
who keeps more than four dogs on less than 20 acres has, by definition, a kennel. This is not a 
conventional kennel proposal. She is asking for a total of 10 dogs. She now has six of her own, 
and she keeps foster dogs, depending on the need. She can explain this better than I can. Foster 
dogs. Most are in need of medical care, or puppies. That sort of thing.  
History. On December 31, 2019, staff recommended approval of the application, with a number 
of stipulations and reasons, which are carried forward in this memorandum. On January 8, 2020, 
the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board held a public hearing. They received testimony from 
various interested members of the public. The zoning board then discussed the application and 
voted on and approved a motion to table the application to the February 5, 2020, meeting, with 
instructions for staff to research how other kennel applications have been handled; for the 
applicants to perhaps meet with neighbors; and for staff and the applicant to discuss and make 
additional recommendations regarding confinement and number of animals. Before the February 
5, 2020, meeting, in order to address recommendations and the zoning board’s motion from 
January 8th, the applicant submitted to staff a proposal for a new six-foot-tall wooden privacy fence 
along the entire length of the access easement, near the east property boundary. You can see 
here from the applicant’s site plan that fence would be on that east property boundary, which 
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contains the easement for the driveway for the property to the north. At the February 5, 2020, 
zoning board meeting to remedy confusion over whether or not the public hearing was closed at 
the January 8th meeting, the zoning board voted to continue the application to March 4th, tonight. 
And here we are. 
In your memorandum, there are a number of emails that have been received from the public. 
Between this memorandum and the extra photocopies you’ll find at your place, that comprises all 
the emails received since you last met. Our research, we looked back at the last five kennel 
proposals approved in the county. There is one for June 6, 2018, for a private dog breeding kennel 
at 6045 West 167th Street. A CUP allowed 18 adult dogs. Breeds were not specified. No dogs 
were allowed outdoors when the applicant or her caregivers are not present on the property. No 
dogs allowed off leash in areas not fenced or enclosed. The fence was specified as a five-foot-
tall chain-link and contains an area of back yard of about 2,000 square feet. That was a renewal. 
The previous CUP specified four-foot-tall fencing either chain-link or split rail. On April 5, 2017, 
the forerunner of this board, the Aubry-Oxford Consolidated zoning board, recommended 
approval of a private kennel for six dogs at 19801 Foster Street. Breeds were not specified. No 
more than four dogs were allowed outside at once, in a back yard area surrounded by a five-foot-
tall wooden privacy fence. Edging was required to be added to the fence to prevent dogs from 
going under. No dogs were allowed out of doors unless the applicant was present. The application 
was withdrawn before it could be approved by the BOCC due to sale of the property.  
On September 19, 2016, the other forerunner of this board, South-Central Consolidated Zoning 
Board, recommended – and the BOCC later approved – a cat and dog public boarding and 
daycare kennel at 19915 Renner Road. Twelve adult dogs and cats were allowed by the CUP. 
Breeds were not specified. No more than four dogs were allowed outdoors at once, and only when 
the applicant was present on the property. Containment was to be provided either by fencing, 
enclosures, or within an operational electric underground fenced area – that’s one of those 
electronic fences where dogs wear collars. No specific type of physical fence was specified 
or required.  
On September 28, 2016, the Southwest Consolidated Zoning Board recommended and 
the BOCC later approved, renewal of a breeding kennel at 38120 West 151st Street. A 
breed was not stipulated, but the applicant breeds Labrador retrievers. Fifteen adult dogs 
were allowed. No dogs are allowed off-leash outside of the house or a fenced area on the 
property, with the exception that dogs kept as pets shall be allowed off-leash, but no 
more than two at a time and only while under kennel staff supervision.  
Fencing was a four-foot-tall chain link. The number of dogs allowed outdoors at a given time 
was not specified. 
On December 2, 2015, the Aubry-Oxford Consolidated Zoning Board recommended and 
the BOCC later approved, a private kennel for six adult Pomeranian dogs at 6620 West 
194th Street. The breed was specified only because the applicants indicated to staff that 
they neither had nor wanted other dogs. The applicants were required to construct a fence 
at least four feet high, made of chain link, solid wood or vinyl, or open picket 
wood or vinyl with spaces between pickets no more than three inches wide between pickets. The 
fence, now built, fully encloses the area of the yard where the dogs are off leash, with no gaps 
large enough for a dog to squeeze through. The fence was required to be constructed and 
completed within three months of approval by the Board of County Commissioners. 
The number of dogs allowed outdoors at a given time was not specified. 
While staff could research older applications, there have been many kennels approve in Johnson 
County over the years. Some commonalities emerged from these: Fencing more than five feet tall 
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was never required. Fence materials varied among wood, vinyl, or metal chain link, with one 
approved for an electronic fence and not a physical fence. More important than materials is the 
primary requirement to enclose and contain dogs, which can be accomplished a number of ways. 
The number of dogs allowed in the five applications were, from least to most, six, six, 12, 15, and 
18 dogs. Specific breeds are not typically stipulated. It is sometimes stipulated, but not always, to 
allow a limited number of dogs outdoors at one given time. Four was the number given when a 
number was specified, largely because without a CUP folks could have four dogs. Those limits 
are required by County regulations without a CUP. 
The location of fencing is typically, though not exclusively, in a rear yard. None of the properties 
in the other applications were on a cul-de-sac with pie shaped lots like this one, however, which 
makes choosing a fence location more difficult than on a conventional, rectangular lot. The lot 
configuration is further complicated by the easement for the property to the north. It’s actually a 
side yard for the applicant, not a front yard. As to containment, a special challenge for this property 
is the easement, which seems to be a major focus of past conflict. Staff visited with the applicants 
on the property to discuss any additional measures that they might consider, which resulted in 
their proposal for the privacy fence running along the length of the easement. Staff’s 
recommendation remains for approval with stipulations. The stipulations are attached. They are 
the same stipulations we had before, but adding the privacy fence along the easement. There are 
many, many attachments, emails, different documents and photographs that were submitted by 
members of the public and the applicant, and the December 31, 2019, original staff report. I’ll be 
happy to answer any questions. 
Chairman Meier: Any questions of staff? [None.] All right. Would the applicant like to give a 
presentation? 
Julie Secrist, 21150 Country Place, Applicant, appeared before the zoning board and made the 
following comments:  

Ms. Secrist: I’m a little confused. You’re a new face for me. You weren’t here before, so I don’t 
know, you’ve seen pictures of our shelter building and so forth? 
Chairman Meier: Yes, thank you for bringing that up. I was not here at the January meeting. I was 
here in February. I read all the minutes, and I have familiarized myself with the property, with the 
aerial photographs, with all the emails. I’ve read it all, so I’m up to date. Thank you for asking that. 
Ms. Secrist: You’re welcome. I think what happened last time at the meeting is we really got off 
the rails. It became very convoluted, very confusing, and very accusatory. So, I’d like to address 
a couple different things tonight. Safety, community safety, was a concern. So, if I. So, the 
easement that runs from the public street ends here, and then it’s a private easement that goes 
back about 440-some feet to the Quinn property. It’s an easement. I mean, it’s our real property, 
but it’s theirs to use. So, with dogs on our property, there can be issues. Ten or 12 years ago, we 
had some Labrador pups that grew up with their kids, played with them all the time. Two of their 
daughters got nipped. I did remember two, by the way, not just the one. But they were nipped. 
There was no complaint. We discussed what happened with the Quinn’s and decided that we 
would put up a farm fence along that easement so that the kids could go up and down the 
easement without fear of, you know, having a dog nip them. It wasn’t like they were aggressive 
dogs. Those kids played with those dogs from the time they were puppies, so, as the kids got 
older and didn’t want to play, wanted to jog, the dogs didn’t know that. So, with no complaint filed, 
I found it rather odd that it was included in the complaint now like it was a recent experience of 
aggressive dogs, because that just wasn’t the case. When we put that fence in, before we put 
placement on it, we asked the Quinn’s to come up. We discussed exactly where they would like 
that fence to go, and that’s where it went. So, we felt like we addressed that problem. And in the 
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10 years or so that that fence has been up, although it’s a farm fence, we have not had one dog 
go under it, over it, or through it. They go up against it, but they don’t go through it. I mean, they 
can see right through it. So, anything on the other side of that fence is going to interest the dogs. 
The doghouse itself, our shelter dogs and foster dogs, sits all the way back here, about 250 feet 
from the front of that easement. The shelter house also has, behind it, a 50/50 yard space that is 
fenced – actually double-fenced – for those dogs. And then, because we had trouble with Winnie, 
a coon hound that we acquired. We ended up having to put a fence basically through the middle 
of our property, from the north end to the south end, because we have a creek that runs through 
our property, and it gets very wide at the north end. The fence goes over it, but every time we 
have a big rain or whatever, it washes out. We were constantly trying to rig a fence to keep that 
coon hound on our property. She’s harmless. The neighbors know her. She had a route through 
the neighborhood, as a lot of other dogs have in the past, and was never a problem to anybody. 
I know she was on the Quinn’s property, I know she’s been on other people’s property. She’s 
been in their garages. She makes her route. We collect her, we apologize, and we’ve never heard 
anybody say we’re afraid of her, keep her off our property. They always just say she’s a nice dog, 
she’s no bother. So, Winnie would do her thing and come home. When you acquire a dog, not 
from a puppy, but you don’t know where they came from, you don’t know what their habits are. 
You try to learn, and you try to deal with it, and you make adjustments as you go. 
Anyway, that’s Winnie. Winnie is now, we think, about 10 or 12 years old. And although we are 
keeping her on the property, she’s not real happy about it. She did have a little mistaken identity 
a while back. I got a call from a neighbor who said that Winnie was on his property with a black 
dog, and unfortunately, it wasn’t Winnie. Winnie was at home. 
Robin Sharp: I did not say she was on my property. 
Chairman Meier: Hold on, hold on. 
Ms. Secrist: You said you saw her. 
Chairman Meier: Hold on. We’re not going to be talking back and forth in this meeting tonight. 
You’ll have a chance to talk. 
Ms. Secrist: He said he saw, the dogs were on his property. But they were not my dogs. This has 
been happening very frequently. Anytime there is barking, people are assuming it’s coming from 
our property, and it’s not. A lady in town remembers boarding one of our aggressive dogs about 
four years ago, which is really interesting because we’ve never boarded a dog. And as it turned 
out, it was a neighbor’s dog, who just happened to have the same street address – Country Place 
Lane. So, there’s just a lot of gossip and drama going around, and I would really like for that to 
stop. 
The foster program that we have, we’re not high-energy people. We don’t want to deal with high-
energy dogs. So, our request with the Humane Society was to give us the dogs that need medical 
rehabilitation because we have the space and facility to do it. They’re not in our home, they’re in 
their own home. It’s heated, it’s cooled, they’ve got indoor/outdoor runs, and outdoor yard – It’s a 
really good setting for a dog that’s recovering from heartworm treatment, or a broken leg, or 
whatever, that needs restrictions on activity or… All of that stuff. 
I know that the board has received several letters, emails, from both sides. I know that the Quinn 
family has sent emails. Some of my family members have sent emails in. And those are great, 
but they’re very one-sided, because we all want to do what our family wants us to do. So, the 
emails that you have received from people who have actually been to my property I think are the 
ones that are really important. I put a notice out on my Home Tails website and just said we’re 
needing to get a permit, if you have been to our property, would you please just tell your 
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experience. I didn’t coach, I didn’t tell them what to say, because I wasn’t afraid of what they were 
going to say. So, I hope you take time to look at those letters and read them, to find out what we 
really do on that property. 
I don’t need to talk about this because Jeff just did. The planners came back out. We walked the 
property with a special eye on security and safety, making sure that the area was secure. We feel 
with the installation of the fence that we’re proposing that there’s no way we could make that area 
any tighter than what it is. To this date, from the time that we have foster dogs and have our own 
dogs, we have never, ever, had an aggressive dogs off of our property. We’ve had a hound dog 
that wanders around, and we stopped it, just because I guess she’s considered a nuisance. But 
we’ve never had an altercation outside the boundaries of our property. There’s a lot of emotion 
with this whole process. What I am concerned about is that the information that’s been distributed 
to my neighbors and my community about me and what I do has been exaggerated, 
overdramatized, and some of it is just completely false. So, I don’t know how I can say, you 
know… I just feel like it needs to be judged on a fair basis. 
Anyway, can you show the foster dogs? I was accused of not actually fostering dogs. That I was 
simply saying that so that I could continue to collect dogs. These are actually 14 dogs that we 
have fostered over the past three years, all of them medical need with the exception of Brownie. 
He was a hospice foster. He was Stage 4 heartworm. He was beyond treatment. They thought he 
had about two months. He lasted for eight months, the best eight months of his life, on our 
property, because he had a life before that of nothing but neglect. That’s the kind of dog we want 
to foster. We want to foster the ones that are bonded pairs, the ones that have… Laura (?) has 
ongoing medical conditions, but all of these dogs, with exception of the hospice dogs, eventually 
get adopted. They’re not short-term fosters. They have to heal. Adopting a senior dog is way more 
difficult than adopting a puppy, something cute and bouncy. 
Now, I know the easement is not the topic tonight, but it really is the root of this whole issue, I 
believe. So, I feel like, if you’re standing on the easement, you’re on my property. If you’re on the 
other side of the fence, you’re in my yard, which is my property. And I kind of feel like I’m getting 
complaints about people on my property complaining about what’s happening on my property. To 
me, that just makes absolutely no sense. That would be like me saying I’m going to need to walk 
through your back yard every day to get to where I need to go. But, by the way, I don’t like the 
fact that your dog is there. Can you protect me from your dog? I don’t know that that’s really fair, 
but that’s what I’m willing to do so that we can continue to foster these dogs. I am definitely over 
the limit for personal dogs. I have six adult dogs. I take full responsibility for not knowing that. I’m 
in Johnson County unincorporated. Who knew? I did not. Most of my neighbors did not. But I did 
know, when I purchased my property, that I owned that easement.  
It’s been stated that we’re not in control of the dogs on our property, and I’m going to really strongly 
disagree with that. Our dogs do what dogs normally do. They bark at someone on the other side 
of the fence, they run the fence if you’re driving along it, they chase the deer, they bark at squirrels. 
And if we weren’t in control of all of these dogs, there would be incidents frequently, and there are 
not. The one incident that we did have was very unfortunate, and it was triggered by activity on 
the easement. The Quinn’s decided to take a walk that evening. I had four dogs laying on my 
deck with me. I just sat down to eat my dinner. We had been working outside all day long. The 
dogs saw the activity on the easement. Had it been a car, they probably, maybe wouldn’t have 
got up to chase it, but it was walkers, and they were slow. So, the dogs ran to the fence. And the 
Quinn’s stopped. One dog that we had, he’s high anxiety. We knew it. We had him working with 
a behavior management trainer, who is here tonight. But in all the excitement, those dogs bunched 
up, and the dog turned on another dog, and then it was kind of a free-for-all. And what did Mr. 
Quinn do? He videotaped it. He videotaped it. I don’t know, who does that? Maybe he could have 
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called 911 if it was so serious. Fortunately, it wasn’t serious. It took us 30 to 45 seconds to get 
control of those dogs, with minimal damage. There was some blood, there always is. But prior to 
seeing the walking on the easement, we were perfectly fine. So, again, it’s the visual. I really feel, 
since I’m not going to be able to stop that walking on the easement, that the fence will do the trick. 
And I think that’s about it, although I would like to… There was one letter that came in from one 
of my neighbors, and I don’t know them, but they are not in favor of the permit. But I did agree 
with her letter. She said, “Much has been said about the conditional use permit requested by the 
Secrist’s. I ask you…” talking to you, the board, “… to please keep in mind that no matter how 
noble a cause, people come first.” I couldn’t agree with her statement more. She’s absolutely 
right. Much has been said, mostly about David and I, with exaggerations. I mean, my reputation, 
if I had one, is junk right now. People think the worst of me, and it’s people that don’t even know 
me, have never been on our property, didn’t take the time to talk to me to find out what we’re 
doing. And this is not the first time the Quinn’s have disparaged a neighbor. They disparaged my 
neighbors, the Slater’s, when I first moved in. And I didn’t talk to them for a year because I was 
afraid of them. So, am I surprised at their tactics? No, I’m not. I’m just really disappointed. And no 
matter how noble a call, people will always come first. I would absolutely never put my family, my 
kids, my grandkids, or anyone else, in harm’s way. We’ve never had a dog off the property that 
has harmed a person. Not in… Well, never, but especially not in the three years that we’ve already 
been fostering. It just hasn’t happened. So, I know you’ve heard that we’ve agreed to install a 
fence if we get final approval. If I don’t get final approval, that means I don’t get a permit, that 
means that I will be prepared to reduce my personal dogs down to four adults, and we can do 
that. But I believe I can still foster dogs under one year for the Humane Society. It’s not what we’re 
set up to do, but if I understand the County’s laws, rules or codes, I can foster dogs that are six 
months, seven months, eight months, as long as they’re not over that one-year mark. That’s what 
I will be forced to do. Because I’m still going to help. I’ve been wanting to do this all of my life. I’ve 
put a lot of money into this. And I’m not going to be bullied to stop it. So, I would really like for the 
complainant to think about what life is like with a permit, and what it would be like without the 
permit. Because without that permit, I’m not putting up a privacy fence. And I’ll still have four adult 
dogs on my property. And I’m mad.  
Last thing. It’s a really nice update. Dixie we’ve had for eight months. We got her, she was totally 
malnourished, and she was heartworm positive. We put on weight, and she was adopted last 
week by a really lovely senior lady. It was love at first sight for those two. So, now I’m down to 
one foster right now that I’ve had for over a year. Nobody is a taker for him right now. But that’s 
Dixie. That’s when we got her, and that’s…. Not quite all filled out yet, but that was Dixie. The 
other dog up there is Indiana Bones. He’s a recluse dog. They didn’t even think he would be able 
to be socialized, and he’s the sweetest thing. And that’s it. That’s all I’ve got. I thank you for your 
time, and I hope that you will approve my request. 
Chairman Meier: Any questions of the applicant? I have a couple questions. I am very familiar 
with this area. I came very close to actually purchasing an eight-acre lot that’s basically catty-
corner to this. My family and I drove down many times, walked the property, got very familiar with 
it. Two questions. First, how do you get into the driveway without dogs getting out? Because 
there’s just the driveway gate, right? 
Ms. Secrist: Right. It’s an automatic gate. It opens and it shuts. If we are not home, the dogs are 
not outside. Ever. Not one dog. The foster dogs in the dog house, they have a dog door out to 
their back yard, so they have the availability to go in and out, which is nice because you never 
know when you’re going to not have a house-trained dog from a foster dog. As far as the gate, 
unless we, which happened on Christmas Eve, forgot to shut it behind us, if we’re home, we 
always call each other and say we’re on the way, and make sure that the dogs are in. But primarily, 
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the dogs don’t run out. I mean, they’re somewhere else in the yard, they’re over by the deck, or 
whatever, and by the time that gate opens, and we drive through and it shuts, I mean, it’s a matter 
of 30 seconds.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. I have some other questions, but I’m going to wait until the end, and if I 
have other questions for you, I’ll definitely ask you. If there are not any other questions of the 
applicant…? 
Mr. Schlesselman: I have one. The document that’s attached to the staff report that you put 
together, it says that the foster dogs only use the fenced area around the shelter and house, and 
that they’re not in the main yard. 
Ms. Secrist: No. Now, there has been an exception to that. We had Arlo, who was a blind and 
deaf dog. He did great out in the big yard because he would just find a soft place and lay down. 
Brownie, the hospice dog, I would let him out because he just wanted to go lay in the sun. But 
generally speaking, no. The foster dogs live in the foster house, and they use the foster yard. 
Which is why it’s perfect for the medical rehab dogs because they’re supposed to not be active. 
And if they are undergoing heartworm treatment, they’re supposed to keep their heartrate low. 
So, it works well for that. 
Chairman Meier: Thank you. Okay. Now is the time when open it up for public input. I would like 
to say a couple things before we get into it. We are a recommending body, volunteers. We make 
recommendations that go before the county commissioners, who then have the final say in 
whatever happens. Typically, we ask for three minutes for each of you. I’m going to be fairly 
lenient with that, but if someone else has said the same thing that you are wanting to say, say 
that you agree with what that person said on the subject. We don’t need to hear the same thing 
said 20 times. That will help us get through tonight a little quicker. We want to hear what everybody 
has to say, so everybody will have their chance. That’s all I wanted to say. State your name and 
address. 
Susan Fischer, 13707 West 123rd Street, Olathe, appeared before the zoning board and made 
the following comments: 
Ms. Fischer: My husband and I are friends with the Secrist’s and have been throughout the entire 
project, and have seen it go from trees, lots of trees, to this fabulous facility for these dogs. We 
go out to the property frequently. The personal dogs are lovebugs. There’s no aggression from 
any of their dogs. The foster dogs are amazing. This facility is fabulous because it addresses all 
the needs that these hospice and ill dogs need. So, I highly, highly recommend that you approve 
this facility. This is good work out of the goodness of their hearts. Thank you. 
Ross Fischer, 13707 West 123rd Street, Olathe, appeared before the zoning board and made the 
following comments: 
Mr. Fischer: I’m Susan’s husband. I agree with her. I’ll leave it at that. But I would like to voice an 
objection as a resident of Johnson County. First, I want to say I appreciate what you guys do. My 
wife and I have been before other commissions like yours and it’s no fun being here at night. But 
I do object to incorporating into the permitting process a resolution to… a dispute between private 
citizens over private property. Specifically, the six-foot fence. I don’t represent David and Julie in 
any way. I’m only their friend, and I don’t know that they even want me to really talk about this 
because they offered it up. But I would like you to think about what is being asked in the 
stipulations. It has nothing to do whatsoever with the kennel or its operation. It’s simply to resolve 
the dispute between two private parties, and it’s probably not the best way to resolve it. They need 
to resolve it between themselves. And maybe the fence is a resolution. I don’t know. That’s not 
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my job. But please consider the fact that a stipulation is being incorporated here that is simply 
there to resolve a conflict between two private parties. 
William Paul, 3705 West 213th Terrace, Bucyrus, appeared before the zoning board and made 
the following comments: 

Mr. Paul: With all due respect, I had a situation like this when I lived in Olathe. Neighbors had 
barking dogs all the time. And I moved. It was the only resolution I had because they didn’t have 
to do anything. So, I disagree with the privacy fence creating some kind of amicable barrier. 
Because there was no regulation for my neighbors to get a fence, but it was okay for them to have 
barking dogs 15 hours a day, and there’s nothing I can do about it. That was very disruptive to 
me and my lifestyle, and none for theirs. So, with all due respect, my wife fosters dogs. We have 
two dogs, my wife fosters dogs all the time. I don’t need a kennel to foster dogs. She does great 
work in the community. We do great work for dogs. She volunteers at the shelter where they are 
permitted and have those facilities to do those activities, so we took a route that doesn’t impose 
our lifestyle on a neighbor’s. I think that’s something to consider. 
Rod Richardson, 10111 West 87th Street, appeared before the zoning board and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Richardson: I’m an attorney with the Wallace Saunders law firm. I’m somewhat familiar with 
this operation, having been on this board probably for 23 years. It’s been a while since I’ve been 
on this board. I think this is the first time I’ve been back in front of it since I left this board. So, I 
was on the board and had the opportunity to wrestle with the problem that you’re wrestling with 
here. I understand how difficult it is. I also had the opportunity to see probably far too many times 
how, what the good work of one neighbor does, how difficult that is to be challenged by other 
neighbors because of the impact that it has. So, it’s a tough decision, and you’re going to have to 
make a recommendation that considers a lot of things. I’m going to give you my take on it because 
I represent the Quinn’s. They’ve asked me to step in because they wanted my opinion, first of all, 
about what options they might have. They expressed some of their concerns, and I decided that 
there is a way to present this that maybe won’t diffuse the issue, but I think it will make it a little 
easier for you to see where the Quinn’s are coming from. And I’m only speaking for the Quinn’s; 
nobody else. 
The first think I want to tell you is that from our perspective, this is not about the value of protecting 
or fostering companion animals. I can say from having raised, bred dogs for 30-plus years, raised 
horses, done everything else, living out south of 199th Street, I understand how important your 
companion animals are because I’ve always had them. That isn’t what this is about. What you 
have to look at as a board is the fact that it’s about preserving and protecting the character of an 
RN-1 zoning class neighborhood where people have invested money to live in a residential area. 
The question then for you is: Is it appropriate, no matter how worthwhile, and no matter how, 
frankly, inspiring the care of the Secrist’s is for these wonderful dogs, is it appropriate to increase 
the limit on the dogs that the county commissioners put into the zoning code by 150 percent? 
Because what they’re asking you to do is to take it from four to 10. That’s 150 percent increase. 
That’s really all this is about. 
The next question is, if we know that four dogs are an appropriate limit for an RN-1 neighborhood, 
that even four can be a problem, but at least that’s what’s authorized under the code, what are 
we talking about here? What do you have to consider when you’re thinking about, you know, how 
do I weigh the, sort of personal/ethical value of helping animals – a perfectly wonderful thing to 
do – versus the impact on people who have invested a huge amount of money in their property, 
that have to be concerned about how much tax their paying, and have to be concerned, at some 
point, not so much maybe even about the loss of value of their property, if this is a problem they 
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have to deal with, but really about who is going to buy the property if they are aware of that 
particular activity going on? But it does have an impact. 
So, I went back and looked, how do you really approach this? And I looked at the code. I’m sure 
you did, too. It’s fairly simple. It says: [reading] The purpose of the code is to promote the public 
health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of the citizens of the 
community. Of the citizens of the community. That’s everybody. So, the first question you have to 
ask yourself is: If you recommend approval, by increasing the number of dogs they can have for 
whatever reason they’re going to have them, is it really promoting the health, safety and welfare 
of the community of citizens of Johnson County? You’ll have to decide that. 
So, how do you get at that question? The next thing you need to look at is, all right, this is an RN-
1 area, that’s what it’s zoned. The code says you ought to protect the character of that area. Well, 
it’s rural residential, it’s low noise. I think all of you realize that when you’re in the country, a noise 
like a barking dog, or a horse, or a generator, or whatever, it comes through loud and clear when 
you might not even notice it at 75th and Metcalf. You’re not going to notice it at all. So, the problem 
is, you’ve got a problem that’s not how many decibels it is, it’s the difference between the dead 
quiet and whatever that noise is. So, when dogs go off, or whatever the case may be, in an 
incessant basis, if that were to occur, that’s a problem for this type of area. It’s relaxing, It’s bucolic, 
it’s quiet. I’m sure that’s why the Secrist’s are there, as well. Obviously, a wonderful area. So, the 
question then is: What are you doing to improve the general welfare of the community by 
increasing the number of dogs they can have by 150 percent? You’ll have to figure that out. 
So, what about the conditional use? That’s the next thing you have to look at. Well, a conditional 
use is a recognition that you can’t do this particular thing in that area. It was not approved. 
Somebody decided four dogs is enough. Now, we want to increase it by a considerable number. 
Not double it, but 150 percent. Well, why do we have conditional use permits? Because, number 
one, it’s a recognition that what’s being requested is otherwise prohibited. It’s a recognition that 
it’s not consistent with the character of the area, so they have to come to this board and the county 
commissioners to try to make their case that this isn’t going to be a problem for their neighbors. 
It acknowledges that harm is possible, and by “harm,” I mean irrigation, noise, like this gentleman 
pointed out, it can be a problem. No disrespect to the Secrist’s, to the dogs, to what they’re doing, 
or anything else. It’s just a fact of the matter. CUPs acknowledge that there is a harm. So, there 
are stipulations and conditions that the staff has suggested to try and moderate the harm. So, 
what you have to take away from this is – in my judgment – okay, this is not a permitted use. If 
we’re going to do it, staff has already acknowledged there’s going to be some harm from it, and 
we’re going to try to moderate this harm by imposing certain conditions. So, we’re already starting 
out with 150 percent increase and acknowledgment that there’s going to be harm from it, and try 
to figure out a way to moderate that harm. Which goes back to the initial question of, wait a minute, 
what are we doing here? What are we really asking the neighbors to endure so that the Secrist’s 
can pursue an obviously very desirable purpose for these animals? But yet, one which really is 
not a part of what this neighborhood was designed to do.  
What’s the next thing you have to look at? After the purpose of the code, protecting the character 
of the area, recognizing the conditional use permits are problems. What’s the code tell you. Well, 
there are guidelines for CUPs, and I want to make sure I point these out to you. And I’m going to 
give you a copy of this so it can be part of the record because I know you’re recommending it to 
the BOCC. Guidelines for a CUP. You’re sitting there, what do I do? Well, if we’re going to grant 
this, this grant has to be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the regulations and 
will not be injurious or detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare. Number two, it 
won’t unduly increase hazards or other dangers as a result. It won’t unduly impair the safety, 
comfort, or otherwise create a nuisance or nuisance-like situation if you approve it. It will be 
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designed, constructed, operated, buffered, screened and maintained to be harmonious and 
appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity, and that 
such use will not be incompatible with the character of the area. Finally, it will not be detrimental 
to nearby persons or property. 
So, the Quinn’s – and there’s no point, I mean, you’ve got the record that’s already been submitted 
to you, so there’s no point in plowing that field again. There obviously have been some problems. 
Ms. Secrist acknowledged that there are issues with these dogs. If you’re going to have these 
dogs, you’re going to have some problems. The question here is what’s reasonable to do. As this 
one gentleman indicated, you can always move and go do this somewhere else where it’s not a 
problem. Well, that’s kind of a harsh solution, but clearly, they can have four dogs. But what’s 
being proposed here is of grave concern to the Quinn’s. They’ve had to live there. They are the 
ones that are among others that might be opposed to this and would have to accept the diminished 
use and enjoyment of their property, in exchange for allowing the Secrist’s to have dogs that will 
do what dogs do. They bark; they do things. That’s just the way it is. So, the question you have 
to ask yourself is: Just how comfortable do you feel, asking the Secrist’s, and every other party 
here who has expressed a concern, to accept 150 percent increase in the number of dogs next 
door? That’s the bottom line of it. 
So, why are we opposed to this? Very briefly, 150 percent increase in the dogs. Clearly 
inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood. It’s not in harmony with the general purposes 
and intent of the regulations. No matter how nice the purpose is, it’s just not squared up with it. It 
does increase the potential danger or damage to the surrounding property. That’s why there’s a 
four-dog limit now. If you were in Overland Park – which thank goodness we’re not – you’d have 
a two-dog limit. Nuisance and nuisance-like activities. The fact is, with four dogs you have X 
amount more likely; with 10 dogs, you have a lot more opportunity for that. I would suggest that it 
doesn’t take a whole lot more than those comments to point out that what you really have to do 
is decide whether you feel comfortable asking the adjoining property owners to accept the risks 
that have obviously been described. Even though they may not happen often, every time the dogs 
go crazy, barking at squirrels, or whatever, that’s a problem. If you live there, that’s a problem 
every time it happens. It can happen with four dogs, but that’s what’s permitted under the law, 
and you just have to suck some of that up. But 10 dogs, that’s not something that they should 
have to endure. My clients are opposed to this, for that reason. They think four dogs is sufficient. 
You can foster within those four dogs. Do whatever. But 10 dogs is really not appropriate.  
Last couple of points. There are two issues here. Mrs. Secrist did mention the easement. Well, 
let’s take that off the table. The easement is legally theirs to use as they want to. They can walk 
on it, run on it, play on it – whatever. That’s an immaterial fact, though I understand what she’s 
saying. They own the underlying land, but the easement is there. Well, you know, KCP&L has an 
easement across the back of my property, and I can’t yell at them for bringing their trucks up to 
fix the lines. They have the legal right to be there and do whatever. So, the activity on the 
easement is of no significance. Secondly, I need to bring this to your attention. I want to bring this 
to your attention, and I know it’s somewhat of a legal issue, but I want it on the record. I tried to 
figure this out in the last couple of days, but I haven’t been able to totally digest what the Secrist’s, 
how they stand up on this. The state of Kansas adopted what’s called the Kansas Pet Animal Act. 
The Kansas Pet Animal Act basically says this: If you’re going to foster dogs, you have to have 
an agreement with a licensed rescue operation. Humane Society of Greater Kansas City is 
licensed in the state of Kansas. A great organization. But you have to have an agreement with 
them under the state law in order to do fostering. And that agreement has to say that the Secrist’s 
– or anyone doing fostering under that arrangement – will comply with all aspects of these 
regulations. I think it is absolutely critical, because of the staff, among its recommendations said, 
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look, we’re going to mandate that they comply with all Kansas rules and regulations. Well, if 
they’ve already put on the record – the Secrist’s have – that they are doing this under the auspices 
of the Greater Kansas City Humane Society. And I will confess, I contacted them and asked if 
they would share with me whether that agreement existed, because if it did and it was appropriate 
under the act, that answers my question. They declined to answer that, so I don’t know whether 
it exists or not. Maybe the Secrist’s can say. But whatever that agreement needs to be on the 
record, particularly if you should decide that maybe you should pass this along with some kind of 
a recommendation. Without the existence of a copy of that agreement that you or your legal staff 
can determine complies with this act, then right out of the shoot, they have a problem with 
complying with Kansas law. Basically, this says that rescue network managers and animal shelter 
licensees shall require each of their prospective pet animal foster homes to sign a pet animal 
foster home agreement with the supervising rescue network or animal shelter licensee. The 
rescue network manager or animal shelter licensee shall state in the agreement that the pet 
animal foster home is required to comply with the requirements in this regulation. Well, there’s a 
lot of regulations in here. Before 2019, the state of Kansas inspects for compliance. That ended 
in the beginning of 2019, so the state of Kansas doesn’t inspect for compliance with these 
regulations at all. Who does? Well, according to the agricultural department, it’s the Human 
Society of Greater Kansas City, if in fact that is how this foster agreement works. Otherwise, you 
can’t do it at all. So, the point here is, who is inspecting for general compliance so that we know 
they are meeting requirements of this proposed stipulation the staff has imposed about complying 
with state law? Certainly the state is not going to do it. If they’ve got an agreement with the 
Humane Society, it needs to be a part of the record, and it needs to show that it requires them to 
meet these requirements. And then, if the Kansas City Humane Society says it does not inspect 
– and I asked them point blank whether they did or did not, and I could not get an answer from 
them, whether they did or did not. If they don’t inspect, then nobody is inspecting. The county 
doesn’t inspect, and there’s absolutely no way to know whether that particular requirement is 
being met. And I guess what I’m saying is, as far as I know, they are absolutely pristine in meeting 
every conceivable requirement, or exceeding them, but the neighbors have no way of knowing 
that. If there’s nobody out there inspecting for that, you won’t know it, and if there’s a problem 
somewhere, it won’t be caught. So, it isn’t just as a simple as we want to raise some additional 
dogs and do this fostering. With fostering comes great responsibility, as the Secrist’s have pointed 
out in how they care for them, but there are equal legal responsibilities. None of that appears 
anywhere in the staff report, or anywhere else. So, I raise it as a concern. 
No, I’ve monopolized your time. I’m going to say one last thing, and I’m going to hand this out to 
you. Because I have no idea which way you’re going to go on this. Obviously, we think there are 
a lot of problems, and I don’t think they’ve been overcome. And I do think the Secrist’s bear the 
burden of proof on this, to essentially come up here and demonstrate, you know, with credibility, 
that this operation not only, in the past and in the future, is not going to create the problems that 
I’ve suggested. We want you to deny this, for this reason: Ten dogs, 150 percent increase, is too 
much. I specifically asked my client, I said that’s the position we will go to the BOCC with. That’s 
the position we want you to take. But, if you’re going to discuss approving this on some basis, 
then we have some real problems with stipulations the staff has. Number one, why 10 dogs? Why 
not some fewer number? Maybe six, if you’re going to do that. Certainly no more than six. They 
could do six foster dogs, assuming they had the appropriate licensing agreement with these folks.  
I’ve already talked to you about the fact that the stipulations need to mention this pet animal foster 
home act, and how they comply with it. There needs to be something in these provisions that 
would specify exactly how inspections occur and who does it, and there needs to be some 
reporting requirement involved in that, so that the staff and county know that, in fact, they are 
complying, because that would entail inspection activity. I think it’s also appropriate to provide 
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some requirement – and maybe people know what it is anyway, but I’ll say this – some sort of 
emergency contact information, so that if these problems – which they will come up – arise, 
immediate contact between the neighbors and the Secrist’s can occur, that there’s a problem and 
they need to get it resolved. The privacy fence on the property line is not a good idea. The privacy 
fence, if there is one, needs to be set back some distance from the property line. I mean, dogs 
know what’s on the other side of the fence. They need to be set back from the fence. People are 
going up and down the easement, and the privacy fence set back 20, 30 feet – whatever – it’s 
going to make it much easier to keep the dogs disinterested in what’s going on. But that privacy 
fence also needs to go around the other side here, right up here, because all of this 30 acres is 
the Quinn’s property. This is a problem right here, when you’re walking back and forth to their 
building there. Same problem – no fence. It ought to be set back a little distance from the actual 
boundary fence if you’re going to do that.  
I would also add that limiting the number of dogs that can be running outside at any one time 
ought to be no more than four. As staff did point out, other permits that have been approved by 
you folks – in fact, I may have even voted one – at least limits, if you’re going to have X number 
of dogs, there can only be four out at the same time. And then, I think the CUP ought to be limited 
to one year, frankly, to see how all this works out, if you do suggest approval, which we’re not 
suggesting that you do. But I’m giving you an honest statement of what other things that are out 
there that are of concern to us, if you’re going that direction. But if you can’t do it for a year, there 
ought to be an automatic review period where this is brought back to you in a year to assess just 
how well things are going, so we don’t have a five-year window out there. Because the last thing 
we want are nuisance suits, complaints – all this kind of stuff. That’s not good for anybody – the 
Secrist’s, the animals, or anybody else.  
So, that’s kind of a long dissertation, and I apologize for that, but it is an important one. I think 
these are all issues that you have to talk about, but at the end of the day, it’s a 150 percent 
increase, not only in the dogs, but in the potential problems that those dogs could cause in the 
neighborhood that aren’t allowed to happen very much because they are a prohibited use now. 
So, the question is, are you going to open a gate to these problems, and amplify in the future? If 
you have any questions, I’d be glad to answer them. I’ll give you copies of this, if you like. 
Chairman Meier: Thank you. Any questions?  
Mr. Schlesselman: On the pet animal act, did it say when it was adopted? What was the date? 
Mr. Richardson: Yes. Well, the most recent revision was December 2019, but it was… I mean, 
it’s been around since… And I’m going to be reluctant to say because I don’t know when the initial 
one was adopted. But the earliest dates I see are 2017. But it was revised in 2019. 
Mr. Schlesselman: And no sections have been rescinded that you are aware of in your research? 
Mr. Richardson: Yes. The one main one that has been rescinded is, prior to this most recent 
revision, the state did the inspections of foster care homes. After that, they don’t do it anymore. I 
asked who does, to the ag department, who administers this. And their answer was, if it’s a pet 
foster home, they have to be licensed by a state-licensed rescue operation, which is the Humane 
Society. So, the Humane Society would be required to have an agreement with the Secrist’s, for 
example, that says they will comply with all these regulations. So, it would be up to the Humane 
Society to do those inspections. But whether they do or not, I don’t know. That’s the best I can tell 
you. 
Mr. Malotte: Could we have a copy of that for the record? 
Mr. Richardson: You sure can.  
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Chairman Meier: All right. Anyone else? 
Kate Fields, Humane Society of Greater Kansas City, appeared before the zoning board and 
made the following comments:  

Ms. Fields: The Pet Act was revised in 2019 because the state ran out of money. So, they didn’t 
have the money to send people out to inspect. Just for the record. And we do have a limited 
amount of fosters. We hold about 25 fosters so that we know… And they have been long-term 
fosters. The Secrist’s have fostered for us for about four years, give or take, so they have been 
inspected by the state. We are inspected by the state. We hold to the state standards, and we 
hold to our own. Just to clear that up. That was overturned in 2019. The state, we’ve been out 
there several times. We have a great relationship. It has to be pristine to handle the medical 
animals, the dogs that we send out. You know, an amputation, a broken leg. It just has to be. 
Anyway, just to let you know that.  
Cainya Paul, 3705 West 213th Terrace, Bucyrus, appeared before the zoning board and made the 
following comments: 

Ms. Paul: I am a fellow rescuer, so this is hard. I do know my limit. I have two personal dogs at 
the max. I do two foster dogs. I would not want… And I hate doing this because this is our 
neighbors. I try to keep control of my personal dogs at all times. I usually do puppies. My oldest 
has been a two-year-old foster, but usually puppies. I would not want a kennel next to my home 
personally because of conflict with dogs, conflict with people and dogs, and I just feel that there 
is… We moved out there for the privacy. We have about five acres. There’s big distance between 
our neighbors, and that’s why we did that. I would not want a kennel right next to my home, for 
the greater good, whatever, because my heart is for rescue. I would not want that there just 
because we want our privacy, because we moved there for that reason. I’m still able to do the 
things I love to do. My heart is in rescue and fostering. I’m able to do that, but I also know my 
limits. That’s it. One more thing. They have had a dog. I found it on 215th, one of their personal 
dogs. It was a very sweet dog. Hopped up in the truck. I put it on Next Door Stilwell. They 
contacted me the next day. Mr. Secrist came over, apologized. I kept the dog in my back yard. It 
was, I think late last summer, early fall. They didn’t know where their dog was, so they don’t have 
control of their personal dogs totally and completely. I understand the foster dogs are in their safe 
place, and I get that, and that’s fine, but their personal dogs, there’s a limit for four, and that’s for 
a reason. 
Chairman Meier: Where do you live, again? Are you on that map, or are you further south? 
Ms. Paul: I’m on 213th. The main street off of Mission. Right in the middle. 
Chairman Meier: Okay. Thank you very much. 
John Carter, 14212 Shawnee Drive, Olathe, appeared before the zoning board and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Carter: I’m their dog trainer. A couple of thoughts. First, I got involved in this situation because 
there was a concern about the Great Danes, are pets not involved in the fostering program at all. 
I’m just really confused, now that I’ve listened to all this, what the real issue is. It seems like it’s a 
moving target of complaints. I’m really kind of struggling with trying to zero in exactly on what the 
concern is. But if we isolate just the pets for a second, these are not aggressive dogs. I mean, it’s 
a 100-pound dog, a Great Dane. I specialize in aggression and anxiety, and I told them I wasn’t 
going to charge them anything because there’s no aggression going on here. We’re working on 
some basic obedience and stuff like that, but I just don’t understand what that’s about. That’s not 
what I saw. As I’m listening to these comments, I’m a little bewildered, quite frankly. We talk about 
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community welfare as being somehow divorced from the fostering world. Someone is missing 
something. Fostering, it only serves the purpose of bettering our community. That’s the whole 
purpose of it. Without it, dogs are running free. They’re going crazy. They’re everywhere. I mean, 
these non-profit organizations don’t have the funds to house these dogs. They just don’t. Where 
are they going to put them? In a cage on top of another dog? I mean, there’s a limit to that. So, 
these fosters, they spend thousands of dollars to build a facility, and you may not like it because 
it’s close to your house – I get that – but we’re talking about imaginary fears. I think that’s really 
what’s going on. We’ve got imaginative, creative harms versus the real world of benefitting with 
this foster program. 
When the lawyer was up here, he kept talking about “possibles,” you know, theoretical concerns 
that might happen. And then, the north easement, saying that’s a problem. Why is that a problem? 
Was there ever a problem on the north easement? I mean, it was just like, all this theory. I’m just 
really confused on what the real problem is. And it seems to me like, you know, we’ve got 
someone in our community that is really helping us all out, and I’m not sure we’re treating them 
in a really nice way.  
Also, going back to the Great Dane’s and the issue at the fence, at the easement. When you stop 
and you deliberate an issue with a dog, it’s not necessarily the dog’s fault, particularly when it’s a 
puppy. As humans, I think we need to take on a little responsibility for how we engage with 
animals, and deliberating pushing their buttons, you know, some of that has to fall back on us, as 
opposed to just the puppy. 
The last thing I wanted to say, the last lady that was up here, I think it’s great that you are fostering 
dogs. That’s great. But to think about this as being a theoretical problem without having a specific 
issue related to the fostering, I don’t understand why that’s even a discussion. It’s your opinion, 
and you’re entitled to that, but I just don’t see how the foster program has caused any problem to 
anybody, except maybe a hound dog that walked through someone’s yard. And I just don’t know 
why we’re all here tonight. I’m baffled by that.  
Finally, I just wanted to say I’m blown away by the idea that this is a one-year issue, that we want 
to come back and re-litigate this next year. And then, the following year. I mean, come on. At 
some point, this is just crazy. Let’s just have the neighbors figure this out. I don’t know why this is 
all going on. Last thing, and I’ll be done with this. Those Great Danes are wonderful dogs, and 
that was the original issue that I thought we had, was that these pets were out of control. And 
they are just puppies, and they’re 100 pounds. I just don’t see any issues here whatsoever. 
Thanks for your time.  
Robin Sharp, 20915 Mission Road, appeared before the zoning board and made the following 
comments:  

Mr. Sharp: I wasn’t going to speak, but I think I will. Make it short and sweet. The gentleman who 
just spoke said he didn’t know what the problem was. The problem is the neighborhood is not 
designed for a dog kennel. There are several neighbors that don’t want it, so I don’t know why 
you would let them have it. That’s all I’ve got to say. Which is more important, the people or the 
dogs? I got dogs, too. I like dogs. But I respect people more than I do my dogs. I’m done. Thank 
you. I appreciate your time. 
Chairman Meier: Thank you. 
Deb Slater, 21145 Country Place Lane, Bucyrus, appeared before the zoning board and made 
the following comments:  
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Ms. Slater: I am right here on the easement. This is my property here. I also connect with Quinn’s. 
One thing I’d like to ask is, I painstakingly wrote an email, and I hope you all read it, because I 
spoke the truth. I’m a neighbor. I’m literally involved. I see what’s going on, and I watch what’s 
going on. It’s not pretty. Not pretty at all. I agree, I think she should have a kennel. I walk outside 
in the evenings, enjoying the moon, the stars, whatever. I hear dogs barking, but you know where 
I hear them? Throughout the neighborhood. I don’t hear them necessarily at the Secrist’s property. 
I might hear them on the Buck’s property, I might hear them down the road. You can’t just say 
one house in the whole neighborhood has all the dogs barking at all times. I know we talk about, 
you know, if you limit dogs, that kind of thing, that’s up to you guys. But don’t assume that 
everything that is being said here is correct when it comes to hearing dogs barking constantly. I 
live there. And I’ve also seen people walk up and down the easement, and I think the problem 
with that is they literally stop. The other day, I saw one of them coming home, and they literally 
stop. It’s like they’re waiting to antagonize a dog to bark. Whether they’re videotaping, I don’t 
know. But I just don’t think it’s appropriate to antagonize dogs. Just go on your way, go home, 
walk down the easement, in the middle, not antagonizing at the fence. That’s all I have. But I wish 
you would approve it. Thank you. 
Chairman Meier: Would anyone else like to speak? Because as soon as I close the public input 
portion, there’s no longer any time to talk. [None.] All right. Seeing no one else that wants to step 
up, we’ll go ahead and close the public input portion of the meeting. Now is the time where we 
deliberate amongst ourselves, and I would ask that, if we make comments, I really want to hear 
from each of you, if possible. I wish we had more members of the board here tonight to way in. 
That we consider the Golden factors and our ideas and comments as we recommend moving 
forward or denying. Would anyone like to make a statement? 
Mr. Bollin: Yes. I was in a conversation with Rick Lind, County Attorney, and he basically said the 
Golden factor, we have no reason to not approve this, basically. I mean, Mr. Richardson says we 
have no reason to approve it. The County Attorney says we have no reason not to approve it. So, 
which attorney do we listen to? Each attorney has his own opinion. I could go on with that, but I 
won’t. So, how deep do we dig this? I’m going to drop it with that. 
Chairman Meier: Okay. Thank you.  
Mr. Schlesselman: I don’t know if we can, at this point, recall witnesses, but I would like to… I 
don’t think we’ve ever had this answered, on the Kansas Pet Animal Act. Maybe Mrs. Secrist 
could clarify if there is an agreement between the Secrist’s and Humane Society. 
Chairman Meier: Let me ask staff. Have you heard anything about any kind of requirement? 
Because we have had multiple kennel applications come before this board over the years, as 
you’ve gone through, had a conditional use permit. We have normally – I’d say 98 percent of the 
time – when staff says they recommend approval, we follow those recommendations, because 
you guys have done a lot of research. That’s the idea of a conditional use permit. Have you had 
that question ever presented? Or has that ever been brought up? 
Mr. Malotte: The requirement to comply with that act, to comply with state law, is a standard 
stipulation for these. The Kansas Pet Animal Act has been around as long as I’ve been here, 
since 2005, and before that. It resulted from the puppy mill issue that the state of Kansas had 
decades ago. As far as compliance, the County does not oversee, we don’t inspect. We require 
that they comply. If we were notified by a state or by an inspecting entity that there was a problem, 
it would be a violation of the conditional use permit, and it could be brought up to us. I’m not aware 
of any kennel permit that, since I’ve been here, where that’s happened. We require that there is 
compliance, but we’re not the inspection entity. 
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Chairman Meier: Thank you. 
Mr. Schlesselman: My question, I guess, is, is the Planning Department, or any agreement 
between the Secrist’s and the Humane Society…? 
Mr. Malotte: We’re aware of the requirement for the agreement. We’re not aware of a particular 
agreement. We don’t have a copy of it. If we start… I mean, certainly, we can make it part of the 
record, but if we start enforcing particular parts of state law that we don’t have the right to enforce, 
it raises a whole lot of other problems.  
Chairman Meier: I would ask the applicant, if you could address that concern, in 60 seconds. 
Ms. Secrist: Absolutely. I approached the Humane Society. We put up the building. And I sent an 
email to their foster coordinator, who is here tonight, and said, “We put up a dog house, and I’d 
love to foster for you.” She was very skeptical. I imagine that she, in her mind, was thinking of a 
lean-to with, you know, plywood, and duct tape, and bailing wire. So, I went in, I took pictures of 
what we had, I filled out applications and paperwork. They came out and looked at the facility and 
signed me up right away. Because, I mean, we’re only equipped to handle about three dogs 
comfortably out there, unless it’s a litter of puppies. So, yeah, I mean, when we say kennel, it’s 
not really a kennel. 
Chairman Meier: Thank you very much. Anything else, Ed? 
Mr. Schlesselman: No. 
Chairman Meier: John? 
Mr. Lloyd: I’m a little bit… I think to support this, I’d have to see the number of dogs be less, at 
least outside at one time. Like, at least no more than four outside at a time, like some of the others 
that were approved. And then, you know, one of the meetings, I spoke about secondary 
containment, you know, if more than four were out at the same time. I need to see less dogs, or 
secondary containment, or some kind of combination like that, before I think I could support this. 
Chairman Meier: And I’m torn. I think everyone in this room can see the humane side of what 
she’s doing for animals, and I think we all have dreams and things that we want to do with our 
properties, and we all should have our opportunities to do that. But someone else’s dream is not 
necessarily the dream that we have, so we have to respect that within the neighborhood that we’re 
in. I mentioned earlier that, you know, we considered buying a lot and building a house and 
becoming neighbors. We were out there many times, looking at it multiple times. The reason we 
didn’t was because there were so many dogs walking on the roads. And I’m not saying they were 
the applicant’s; I’m not saying any of that. I just know that we had little kids, and we were like, 
okay, they can’t ride their bike up and down the road without maybe… You just never know with 
some dogs, and they love chasing things. So, that’s why we didn’t buy there. That’s one thing. I 
think the idea of the privacy fence is certainly something that this board can recommend. We have 
done this numerous times. The issue, I think, when I look at this, is the shape of the lot. We’ve 
approved kennels in applications, many of them in the past, but that’s because they were in the 
back yard, and they weren’t around other people’s houses, generally. They were fairly secluded, 
so the dogs weren’t being disrupted by a lot of things. So, they were a lot easier. This is a very 
unique situation. I think it’s because of the shape of the lot, because of the creek, and the fence 
that can’t be moved on the other side of the creek. That type of thing would get it away from… 
I’ve been trying to think about things in my head of how we could address this. I know this is an 
existing situation, it’s an existing building that’s there, and it’s already being used for this purpose. 
So, I’m struggling with it a little bit now, just for those reasons. I mean, I agree that the five years 
is maybe a little long, but is there a way – staff – to reassess without going through this whole 
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process again? Typically, we would grant a five-year CUP, and if there is a complaint or something 
like that that happens, does that trigger anything? What happens? 
Mr. Malotte: Conditional use permits can be revisited if there’s a violation of stipulations. They can 
be revisited before the end of the term. Just if there’s a complaint? Not necessarily. If you wanted 
to build in a stipulation for some kind of re-inspection, possibly we could do that, yes. 
Mr. Pendley: If we know that there is any type of violation for any of the conditions of the term, 
the stipulations of the CUP, that could be brought back before the board upon hearing, going 
through the notice. Certainly, as Jeff indicated, the CUP can be called back before the board for 
a discussion for any issue that arises.  
Mr. Malotte: And just for clarity, the normal parameters, the typical term for a conditional use 
permit like this is 10 years. They are asking for five, which is half of that, more or less as a 
concession, we’ll take a look at this after five years. See how it goes. You can recommend a 
shorter term. 
Chairman Meier: Right. I am also… This is just my opinion. I don’t think we should stop the 
fostering of the dogs since they are fully contained in the building, and in the fence that is right 
next to them. A double fence, is what I was told, what we read. I agree that four dogs outside in 
the yard space makes sense. That’s what the County requires. Every one of us in this room has 
to adhere to that. So, I don’t know what that does in terms of total dogs. Can we make a stipulation 
saying outside of that contained space, four dogs are only allowed? And inside…? I don’t know. 
Is there a requirement for the number of dogs inside that building? 
Mr. Malotte: This is a little different since we have separate containment areas. You could specify 
the number of dogs outside in the foster area, or the number of dogs outside that have the run of 
the yard. They are two different containment areas. It’s been typical in past conditional use permits 
for kennels that that is a stipulation. One of these had more than 10 dogs. I would have to go back 
and look, it was either 12 or 16, but they could have no more than four dogs outdoors at any given 
time, and never when the property owner is not present.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. I like that. I would also address the fence. I like the idea of the privacy 
fence. I understand that if someone is walking down the fence and stopping, it creates a problem, 
but I also understand that if somebody has an easement, they are allowed to casually walk. They 
can do what they want on that easement. That is why it’s there. So, I understand who is paying 
taxes on it, but I also understand that an easement allows someone to use it any way that they 
need to do get through.  
But along those lines, I do think that the privacy fence, I think it presents a better option than 
without it. I also understand that wrapping that fence on the north side would be a good thing, but 
I don’t know that I would require the applicant to do that. I have had numerous neighbors in the 
past where they had all kinds of stuff going on, and I had to plant a bunch of evergreen trees. I 
mean, it was my job to block the view from their swim pool because I didn’t want to see that. I 
mean, I think that’s reasonable. And if the neighbor to the north wants to put up a fence to match, 
they can do that for a certain stretch. They don’t have to see in, and the dogs are not disturbed 
for what’s happening in their yard. So, I think there are some things that could be done to help 
with that situation. But I appreciate the applicant agreeing to build that privacy fence along that 
stretch, and I do think that it should be six inches back from the property line. I understand this is 
a side yard situation, and typically on a side yard, the fence is on the property line, and in the back 
yard, it is on the property line. I understand the request for a setback from that, but I think in this 
situation, it probably makes sense to have it on that… You know, typically, a fence is not right on 
the property line. 
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Mr. Malotte: Jason, could I interject a little bit? Just so we understand. The property line is here. 
Chairman Meier: I am talking the easement line. 
Mr. Malotte: Okay, yeah, there’s… Okay. 
Chairman Meier: Thank you for the clarification. Yes. Where the green line is. Yes, that’s what I’m 
referring to. So, I mean, those are my thoughts. I have a lot of them. 
Mr. Bollin: I would agree with moving it back, maybe even farther than six inches.  
Chairman Meier: Well, I don’t know that we should get into the exact location of that fence. 
Mr. Bollin: Make it a board’s width, where you could mow between it, or… 
Chairman Meier: Well, there’s an existing fence there now. Let me ask one question of the 
applicant, a simple yes or no. Will you be removing the existing fence, or will you be keeping both 
of them there? 
Ms. Secrist: Both of them will stay. 
Chairman Meier: Okay. We don’t have a gap between the existing fence and the new fence 
because then there’s a weed area you can’t do anything with. 
Ms. Secrist: If I could say one thing. There are huge evergreen trees, I mean, they’re 50 feet tall, 
that run the first half of that easement. And they are… Well, they grew. They used to be quite a 
ways away from that fence. But we have the room between those evergreens and where the 
existing fence is that we could comfortably put a privacy fence in there. And we’re going to leave 
the farm fence up, just in case, you know, something doesn’t work, I can take it right back down. 
Chairman Meier: Well, I think the idea of a double fence is even better for security reasons, to try 
to keep the dogs in. That’s why I would say we try to keep both of them if we can. And I’m not 
going to dictate where the fence goes. I just don’t think it needs to be set back a whole lot. If you 
want it to, that’s perfectly fine. If I was going to make a recommendation for this, I would say we 
reduce the amount of dogs that are outside at any given time; we allow them to keep the operation 
inside the building as they’ve asked for, and are currently doing; and, of course, along with all the 
other stipulations as recommended by staff. I got to be honest. I came in tonight, not with any 
preconceived notions of which way I wanted to go with it. I appreciate everyone’s comments, and 
I’m hearing both sides of it. There are good things on both sides. So, what we’re doing here on 
this board is trying to recommend to the county commissioners the best thing for the 
neighborhood, and for the applicant, and for all the neighbors around it. And I think that’s probably 
a decent compromise. I think dogs will get out, and I don’t want to say that, because we should 
be able to take care of the animals that we have on our property and keep them off of other 
people’s properties, in respect for everyone else’s properties. I live on 10 acres now and I’ve had 
neighbor’s dogs come on our property, and it’s not a problem until they start growling at my wife. 
Then, that’s a problem. So, we take care of that. And I haven’t heard anything like that tonight. 
So, those are just my thoughts. And if someone would like me to make a recommendation, I can 
certainly do that. 
Mr. Lloyd: I just want to go back and revisit. So, there’s no place in the stipulations… I know that 
generally, operationally and procedurally, they say that the foster dogs stay in the shelter area, 
but that’s not in the stipulations.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. 
Mr. Lloyd: I’d like to see that as a stipulation. And then, only four dogs out in the open area, as a 
stipulation. If I was going to support this. And then, you know, the fence, staying with the fence. 
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Chairman Meier: Okay. You want to make a motion? 
Mr. Malotte: The recommendations are on page 4. I am looking at this and neglected to put in a 
sample motion. A motion that says, recommends approval of the conditional use permit with the 
stipulations recommended by staff, and then, state the stipulations that you want to add. That will 
cover it. 
Mr. Lloyd: Okay. I’ll recommend… What about the period? Is that in the recommendations? Was 
that in the stipulations? 
Chairman Meier: Yeah, it is, number 2. How would we word that if we wanted to just make some 
kind of a follow-up, versus changing the five-year to, maybe doing a one-year follow-up with them 
to ensure conformity with all these stipulations, versus going through this again? 
Mr. Malotte: You can require a one-year inspection by staff to review this, the compliance with the 
stipulations of the conditional use permit.  
Mr. Pendley: Report to the Board, provide a report and an inspection in one year. And that would 
be to, a report to address compliance with the approved stipulations. 
Chairman Meier: Okay. You got that? 
Mr. Lloyd: No. I came up extra. 
Chairman Meier: Okay. Why don’t you start, and I’ll help you? 
Mr. Lloyd: I’ll move that we issue the conditional use permit with the recommendations and 
stipulations set forth by staff, with the additional stipulation that the foster dogs are confined to 
the dog shelter and fenced yard area, and that they be limited to only four dogs in the remaining 
area of the yard at any one time. 
Chairman Meier: And then, within one year… 
Mr. Lloyd: And the additional stipulation that within one year, staff will issue a report to address 
compliance. 
Mr. Malotte: All right. We’re recording this, so we’ll draft it according to the way, based on what 
you said. 
Chairman Meier: I have a motion to approve with those stipulations. Do I hear a second? I’ll 
second. 
Motion passes 3-1, with Mr. Schlesselman voting in opposition to the motion. 

Mr. Malotte:  Your recommendation will go to the Board of County Commissioners on Thursday, 
April 2, 2020, 9:30 a.m., County Administration Building, Commission Hearing Room, 111 South 
Cherry Street, Olathe.  
Mr. Pendley: One more point of clarification. Did that also include any type of an update at one 
year? That revision? 
Chairman Meier: Yes, we did add that. 
Mr. Lloyd: Yeah, the staff, what would we call that. Staff report. 
Chairman Meier: One year report to address compliance. Thank you. 
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS [None]  
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [None.] 
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IX.  NEW BUSINESS [None.]  
ADJOURNMENT 
Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, at 7:23 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
 
_______________________________ 
Jason Meier, Chairman 
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Secretary to the Board 


