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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Zoom Webinar 

https://www.jocogov.org/dept/planning-and-codes/pln/home 
MINUTES 

Wednesday October 7, 2020 
6:00 P.M. 

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:00 p.m. on Wednesday, October 7, 2020, and was called to order by Jason Meier, Chairman, 
with the following members present and participating, to-wit, Kenneth Sanderson, John Lloyd, 
Dennis Bollin, and Ed Schlesselman. Andrew Ramos, and Kenneth Klingensmith were absent. 
Also in attendance were Sean Pendley, Karen Miller, Diane Wicklund and  Pamela Hayhow, 
Planning Department; and Keith Markway, Public Works Department.   
Chairman Meier: Please note:  
To reduce the spread of COVID-19, the Northwest Consolidated Zoning Board meeting will be 
conducted online using Zoom Webinar. The Board members will not be physically present in the 
board meeting room. 

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

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

2.  AGENDA ITEMS 
Chairman Meier: Is there anything that needs to be added, deleted, revised on the current 
agenda? I’m going to suggest that we move Application C. up to number one, because that’s just 
a continuance. If there’s anyone on the line that is waiting for Application C., they can drop off 
fairly quick, since that’s being continued. Do I hear a motion approve that revision to the agenda?  
Motion by Mr. Loyd , seconded by Mr. Schlesselman to move item C. to the first Business item 
on the agenda.  

Chairman Meier: Any disclosures of conflicts of interest? [None] 
Chairman Meier: Any disclosure of external contacts or discussions? [None] 
 3.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
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Chairman Meier:  Do I hear a motion to approve the minutes from Wednesday, September 2, 
2020?  
Motion by Mr. Schlesselman, seconded by Mr. Loyd to approve the minutes of the Zoning Board 
meeting held on September 2, 2020.  

Motion passed 5-0. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Meier: Board of County Commissioners actions?  
Ms. Hayhow: A couple of dates to give you. In July, this Board recommended approval of a CUP 
renewal for a topsoil operation, a replat of lots along Metcalf and the Berryhill Farms Subdivision, 
and a rezoning and preliminary development plan for Oak Leaf Ridge, Fourth Plat. All of those 
applications went to the Board of County Commissioners on September 10th and were approved. 
In August, you all recommended approval of the final development plan for Oak Leaf Ridge, 
Fourth. That will go to the Board of County Commissioners this Thursday, on the 8th, so I’ll have 
to update you on that next time.  
Chairman Meier: Any Planning Commission actions we need to be notified about?  
Mr. Pendley: I’ll just mention that the Planning Commission did consider one action at the last 
meeting on September 22nd. They received a report regarding the Annual Solid Waste 
Management Plan review. Staff gave a brief presentation on that plan, and it was recommended 
for approval by the Planning Commission, for approval of compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan. That will go to the Board of County Commissioners, I believe it’s tentatively scheduled for 
tomorrow. That was the only item on that last Planning Commission meeting.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Sean. Anyone want to make a comment or progress report on the 
Stilwell Community Plan? I don’t see Klingensmith here.  
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

C. Application No.SE 20-76-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit – 18695 Lackman 
Road 
Application No.SE 20-77-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit – 18695 Lackman 
Road      
John Petersen, agent for Polsinelli PC, and Wolf Creek Golf Links, Inc., landowner, 
requesting Conditional Use Permit approval for the following applications: 1) 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a clubhouse addition and a parking lot expansion of 
an existing golf course; and 2) Conditional Use Permit to allow a business 
retreat/executive conference center to be located on an existing golf course, on 
232.9 acres, on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in Section 33, Township 14, 
Range 24, In Johnson County, Kansas, except that part in streets and roads. Staff 
recommends continuing to the November 4, 2020, Zoning Board meeting. 
 

Chairman Meier: That is being continued, so do I have a motion from anyone on the Board to 
continue that application?  
 
Motion by Mr. Schlesselman, seconded by Mr. Sanderson, to continue until November 4, 2020.  

Motion passed unanimously.  
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Ms. Miller: I’ll just make a comment that staff will send out courtesy letters to all the people 
within 1,000 feet of this application to let them know of the continuance and invite them to the 
meeting next month.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Thank you, Karen.  

A. Application Nos. SE 20-70-REZ, 20-71-CUP, and 20-72-PDP/FDP (AU) 
Rezoning, Conditional Use Permit, and Preliminary and Final Development 
Plan (Preliminary and Final Plat) -19494 Newton Avenue 

    James and Samantha Walton, applicant/landowners, requesting rezoning from RUR, 
Rural District, and RN1, Residential Neighborhood 1 District, to PRLD, Planned 
Residential Low Density District; Preliminary and Final Development Plan (Preliminary 
and Final Plat) for 2 residential lots (Walton Court); and Conditional Use Permit for an 
existing accessory building prior to a main dwelling on 7.7 acres. 

 
Ms. Hayhow: I’ll be presenting this. I’d like to enter the staff report dated September 30th into the 
record and give you a brief summary. This 7.7-acre property is located north of 197th Street on 
Newton Avenue, where it currently dead ends. There are some aerials. This shows 197th Street, 
and the subject property is where the pavement stops. The pavement actually stops about 40 feet 
south of the property line. Here’s  little bit closer view. There are two detached buildings on the 
subject property, and the applicant has torn down the one that was further to the west here. This 
existing building, circled in red, is the detached building that is the subject of the Conditional Use 
Permit request.  
The property is developed with an existing single family residence. Currently, the property has 
split zoning. The west one-third of the property is zoned RUR, Rural District, and the rest is zoned 
RN-1, Residential Neighborhood One zoning district. The property owners, James and Samantha 
Walton, are requesting to rezone the whole property to the PRLD district, which is the Planned 
Residential Low Density district, with the intent to subdivide it into two lots. Here’s a graphic for 
that. They are requesting a preliminary and final development plan approval, and because the 
proposed subdivision would separate the existing residence from the existing detached garaged, 
the CUP is required to allow an accessory building on a lot without a primary residential use. 
As part of this application, the landowners are going to extend Newton Avenue to the property 
and construct a paved cul-de-sac bulb to meet County standards for local street cul-de-sac 
without curb and gutter, and also extend the existing four-inch water main to serve the new lot 
with potable water for domestic services. The main is not capable of providing fire flow to either 
lot, but the owner is working with a fire protection engineer to ensure that the new single family 
residence will meet all building and fire code requirements.  
Staff reviewed the applications for compliance with the minimum infrastructure requirements, and 
there are two waivers that are required. The first waiver is to allow Newton Avenue to remain as 
constructed, instead of being improved to the Type “B” Collector Street standard, but with at least 
four-foot gravel shoulders. It’s currently improved with a 20-foot-wide asphalt paved road, with 
open ditch drainage. The second waiver is from the requirement to install dry sewers. The Stilwell 
community is an area considered Urban Fringe, and the development plan is for lots that are less 
than seven acres in size. It’s not uncommon to have this type of waivers when there is so much 
time difference between developments, and the standards have changed over time.  
The requested rezoning to the PRLD district in the preliminary and final development plan is to 
correct the split zoning on the property and allow one additional residential lot. The property is 
currently nonconforming with the minimum ten-acre size required for the RUR district, and the 
infrastructure is not adequate for the development at the minimum one-acre size that would be 
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allowed in RN-1 district. Properties to the north and south were platted and developed with single 
family residences in the early 1970s. Properties to the west were developed with single family 
homes primarily in the 1950s and 1960s, with a few that were developed later in the 1970s and 
1990s. There is an older, well-established residential character in the area surrounding the 
property. The proposed PRLD District would allow one additional residential lot, three acres in 
size or larger, which is a density which is compatible with the residential character in the area and 
is a size that would allow the use of onsite septic system in an area without sanitary sewers.  
It’s staff’s opinion that the requested waivers to allow Newton Street to remain as constructed and 
to allow the use of onsite septic systems without dry sewers would not endanger the occupants 
or pose a threat to the health, safety or general welfare of nearby properties or the community at 
large, because the PRLD zoning and preliminary and final development plan for one additional 
lot would meet the minimum size requirement for a development without sanitary sewers. It would 
allow for infill development that is in character with the surrounding residential area, and Newton 
Avenue would be extended and constructed as a cul-de-sac bulb to meet current standards, which 
would improve the ability for vehicles and fire apparatus to turn around and access both new and 
existing residences along Newton Avenue. In addition, the Chief Engineer of Johnson County 
Wastewater district does not anticipate sanitary sewers will be available to serve this property 
within the next 15 years and recommends approval of the waiver from installing the dry sewers.  
Staff reviewed the applications with respect to the Golden Criteria and concluded that the rezoning 
and the development plans for two residential lots and the CUP would be consistent with the 
zoning and uses of the surrounding area and compatible with the residential character of the 
neighborhood. We concluded that the property was suited for the uses to which is it restricted 
now, but not at the ten-acre per dwelling density required for the RUR district, or the one-acre per 
dwelling that’s allowed in the RN-1 district.  
We reviewed the preliminary and final development plan for compliance with the Subdivision 
Regulations. With the construction of the cul-de-sac bulb, the existing home on Lot 2 will be closer 
than the required 50 feet from the new front property lines that’s along the cul-de-sac. The 
applicant has requested a plat exception to allow a front setback of 26 feet instead of the required 
50 feet. The proposed street improvements, as I noted earlier, will make it easier for vehicles to 
turn around. Traffic in the proposed cul-de-sac will be slower than along the main section of 
Newton Avenue, and while the existing single family residence will be closer than required, 
because it is located at the end of a cul-de-sac, it will not propose a driving hazard or seem out 
of line with the residences along the main section of Newton Avenue, where the required setback 
is 35 feet. Those properties are zoned PRU-1B, which has the setback of 35 versus the 50. So 
allowing the existing single residence to remain in the current location is compatible with the 
adjacent neighborhood. It’s not contrary the pubic interest, or it will not unnecessarily burden the 
County, because it’s not so close to the street as to create a hazard, and it will not annul the 
purpose and intent of the Regulations.  
The planned zoning district allows flexibility for infill development and as proposed, allowing legal 
nonconforming structures to remain in place unless destroyed is a stated purpose in the 
Regulations. These structures lose their nonconformity when the approval of a plat as useful 
nonhazardous structures, the plat exception process implementation by the Regulations is to 
allow those structures to remain in place when appropriate. This plat exception would be for the 
existing single family residence only. Any new structures proposed in the future would need to 
meet the current setback requirements.  
Finally, staff reviewed the requested CUP to allow the existing accessory building to remain on 
the lot without the primary residence. From looking at the aerial history, the building was visible 
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on the 1986 aerials, so is has been on the property for more than 30 years. It was found to be in 
harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Regulations. I think I’ve got a picture of it here. 
It will continue to be used for personal storage by the property owner during construction of the 
new home, and is not oversized for the lot that it would be on.  
In summary, staff is recommending approval of all three applications, including the two waivers 
from the minimum infrastructure requirements and the plat exception to allow the 26-foot front 
setback. I touched on the reasons in this presentation. The reasons are also listed on page three 
of your staff report. There are recommended stipulations for the development plans and the CUP. 
Those are listed on page 16. I’ve included any suggested motions at the bottom of 15 and the top 
of 16, if you are in agreement with that. That concludes staff’s presentation. I'd be happy to answer 
any questions you have for staff.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Pamela. Any questions for staff from the Board members? I’ve got 
just a couple questions. The section of the road on Newton that is not connected to this new cul-
de-sac, is that going to be improved as well?  
Ms. Hayhow: Yes, that will be paved, and it will match the existing improvement on Newton. It will 
be paved to the 20-foot width, and the ditches will be connected.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. That was the only question I have right now. Any other questions of staff? 
Seeing none, we will go ahead and listen to the applicant give their presentation at this time.  
[Connecting to applicant] 
James Walton, 19494 Newton, Stilwell, Kansas, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Mr. Walton: I’m just looking to divide the land in half. My wife and I would like to build a home on 
the other half of the property. This has been an idea for a long time. It’s something that we wanted 
to do. Like the plan stated, we’ll extend Newton into a cul-de-sac. I actually think it will be a nice 
improvement to the street. I think it will look nicer. I don’t have a very elaborate presentation, but 
that’s what our plan is.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you very much Mr. Walton. Are there any questions of the applicant from 
the Board members? Seeing none, now is the time when we open up to public input. I note that 
you will have to raise your hand, and I’m sure that Leslie has already got people in the queue, 
ready. State your name and address for the record, and then please ask away any questions that 
you might have.  
Ms. Davis: We have Mr. Tom Hanks. You’re good to speak, Mr. Hanks.  
Tom Hanks, 7510 West 194th Street, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Hanks: Our property [sic] adjoins on the east is the creek that runs basically north, out of this 
area. The concern – and I heard Shelly Campbell express it also; she lives just up the hill – is the 
stormwater drainage, because we get a lot of water that comes down during the heavy 
downpours, especially when the ground is saturated. We  would just like to know what has been 
thought about on that, and if you would like to go back to figure 2., I think you would quickly see 
how the water was directed when that house was built, right to the north and east and right into 
our area.  The drain there was changed so that we get tremendous runoff during any kind of a 
storm.  
Ms. Hayhow: I’m trying to share this for you. Figure 2.?  
Mr. Hanks: Sure. Thank you. I guess I’m wrong about that. It’s the one below that. You can see, 
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that existing single family residence. If you could see it from the side, you’d see that when they 
built that, they created just a ditch that goes right to the north and east, and directs a tremendous 
amount of water down towards the creek and through our yards and properties.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Mr. Hanks. Are there any questions of Mr. Hanks from the Board 
members? [none] Okay, thank you very much. We appreciate your comments, and that’s definitely 
something we need to consider.  
[Connecting to speaker] 
David L. Jones, 7606 West 194th Street, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made 
the following comments:  

Mr. Jones: I just wanted to second what Tom was saying with the water flow, especially when it 
rains heavy. There’s quite a bit of flooding, with no sewers, gutters. The water flows into our 
backyards, behind this property and it flows through my backyard, through the property that we’re 
talking about, down past my neighbor, Tom, into the creek. That’s the only reason I’m on today. I 
wanted to voice my concerns about what was going to happen with adding any additional buildings 
or structures on this property.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Mr. Johnson. The one thing I note – I was looking at the graph that 
shown in 50:56 where this new house is going to be located, it’s actually on the west side of the 
lot where the water is supposed to the west. So I don’t think there’s anything that’s talking about 
changing on the east side, but that’s something I will definitely follow up and ask the applicant 
when we’re done with our public input portion, just so he has a chance to explain the drainage 
and if that is changing. Thank you very much for questions and comments.  
[Connecting to speaker] 
Shelly Campbell, 7435 West 194th, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  
Ms. Campbell: Thank you. My backyard backs up to these properties here. I’ve lived here for 32 
years, and over the last probably ten years, the water is so bad when we get heavy rains that it’s 
the fear of coming in your house, it gets so bad. The ground gets so saturated, as Tom and 
everyone has mentioned. My concern is if this approved to go forward, and we would end up 
having even more water issues than we what we already have, who can we call to get this fixed 
so that this cost doesn’t come back to us as the homeowners to fix this problem? That’s my 
question. Where do we go from here if these lots are approved? Who will pay for the water issues 
if it causes more issues than what it’s already causing?  
Chairman Meier: That’s an excellent question. Staff, do you want to address that?  
Ms. Hayhow: Is Keith Markway here, on the Zoom meeting? He’s from Public Works.  
Mr. Pendley: Keith was on the meeting and was kicked out. He’s having connection issues, so 
we’re trying to get him connected.  
Ms. Hayhow: I’ve got the information that the applicant’s engineer prepared. It’s called a 
preliminary plat analysis report where they analyze the drainage. I can go into that if you’d like. It 
basically says that the east two-thirds of the property drains to the north and east, which is in the 
direction of the creek that all of you have mentioned. The property where the house is going, 
generally this area drains towards this pond and goes this way. The cul-de-sac bulb is kind of at 
the top of hill. With connection of the ditch section around the cul-de-sac, it’s actually going to 
catch some stormwater from the top of the hill and direct it back towards the south and the existing 
drainage system that’s along Newton. The analysis, from his engineer, did not think that it would 
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compound any existing drainage problems. I don’t know if that really answered the questions that 
you all had raised, the concerns, but the location where the house is proposed, the new 
construction, would be draining towards the west primarily, not towards the northeast.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Pam. The question about who takes care of drainage if something 
happens that’s worse than was there already, to be honest, I’m looking at these plans. I’ve studied 
them and I’ve studied the drainage plans, and when that road does go in it actually is going to 
redirect some of the water that does go and flows to the east. It will be flowing to the south a little 
bit along the ditch section where the ditch is going to be. That's, I think, actually going to be helpful. 
I think since nothing is changing on the east side of the property, we’re really putting a house on 
the west side of the property, I just want to make sure that everyone knows that in town, any new 
house or any construction that goes up, they have to do erosion control techniques with silt fences 
and whatever the County requires. They do have to do that to ensure that no silt and things like 
that will cause issues with runoff. I just want to reiterate that. Okay, thank you very much. Is there 
anyone else in the waiting room?  
Ms. Davis: Nobody that has their hand up. I believe that may be all for this case.  
Chairman Meier: Okay, thank you very much. At this time, I’m going to ask the applicant to come 
back on. I would like to ask a couple of questions of him. Actually, before I do that, I need to close 
the public input portion of the meeting. I’m going to do go ahead and do that now, then I would 
like to ask the applicant a couple of questions, if he could come back on.  
Mr. Walton: Okay, I’m available.  
Chairman Meier: Are you aware of the concerns of drainage? Have you thought about that at all 
in this plat?  
Mr. Walton: Absolutely. That’s part of the requirement, is the stormwater study. I hired Allenbrand-
Drews to do the analysis. Beyond that, if you look almost look at where the dividing line is that 
we’re proposing, that’s a hill. That is the peak of a hill. In other words, the house didn’t create a 
hill. As a matter of fact, it’s the only flat spot across that lot. In other words, that is a hillside, 
essentially. The whole half of the property is on a hill. You see what I’m saying? So, water is going 
to naturally drain that direction a little bit. The other side – and I don’t know if we put a house in, 
the concern is it’s going to occupy a certain volume. Well, in order to meet the regulations for the 
size requirements on the outbuildings, I had to demolish a different outbuilding, because I had 
two. That’s not representative of the size. It actually was about 40-foot by 50-foot. It was as large 
as a house. In other words, that is actually land that’s no longer covered, so it absorbs water, if 
that makes sense. It’s a little bit of a tradeoff, as far as on that side of the property. That’s no 
longer a structure that shields water from being absorbed into the ground. I don’t know… 
The other thing that I would say, whenever we get these torrential downpours, when I go around 
at least down Newton and across 197th Street, the water is going out of the ditches. It is just heavy 
everywhere. It’s heavy all across the property. The water runs from 195th Street, some of those 
houses, across my property, so the houses there, there’s a couple of them. Well, the hill starts 
kind of in those backyards and the water will run from those yards just to the south of me, across 
a little bit, too. My only point is there’s just a big hill there. I don’t know. I’m not an engineer. I don’t 
know how much. I don’t know if it’s a change in the weather. I don’t know that the house caused 
all of the water issues that’s happening. I don’t have any way to quantify that. I certainly don’t 
want to cause more. All that I can do is I had the engineer do an analysis. We’re going to put it in 
a place where we don’t think it’s going to cause any more problems, because it should drain the 
other direction. I don’t know what the normal protocol is for future cost, for damages, and I don’t 
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know how to quantify that, whether it’s El Nino, or whether it’s the house we built. You know what 
I’m saying?  
Chairman Meier: Yeah, Mr. Walton. Thank you very much for your comments. I’ve studied the 
plans. Guys, if there’s anyone on the Board that would like to make a statement or ask any 
questions, please go ahead. Now is the time to speak up, because we’ve closed the public input 
portion. I’m going to make just a few comments before, if you guys don’t mind. I just quickly looked 
up that the house was built in 1961, so it has been there for 40 years. Nothing has changed 
draining-wise in 40 years on that site, if I’m right.  
Mr. Walton: I apologize. The house was built earlier, but we had it moved in about 2005. I didn’t 
mean to interrupt you, but I wanted to set the facts straight.  
Chairman Meier: I appreciate you setting the facts straight. I do appreciate that. Okay, so that 
helps a little. But I guess, as I see it, what we’re actually doing putting in the new road and ditches 
is we’re actually probably going to help decrease the water runoff on the eastern side, because it 
is going to capture some of that water that’s currently flowing to the east, and it’s going to funnel 
it further to the south into the ditches that are already there. So, the one thing I might just throw 
out there – and this is for the Board members to hear – if you look at the recommendations on 
page 15, we’re talking about the waiver for the street being the standard size of a street, but – 
and Pamela, this is a question for you, too – seeing that we need to provide at least four-foot wide 
gravel shoulders, those don’t exist anywhere else in that development, and I’m wondering, can 
we just do four-foot wide shoulders, and let that be grassed, so that way it looks like everything 
that’s out there, versus having an extra four-foot of gravel? I don’t think that’s going to look quite 
as good. I don’t know that, since it’s a cul-de-sac, that it’s really necessary to have that much 
area, but I just want to get Pamela’s input and the Boards members’ input on that idea.  
Ms. Hayhow: Certainly. I don’t believe the standard does include gravel. The Type “B” Collector 
certainly included the four-foot gravel shoulders, but I believe the detail for the cul-de-sac, the 
local street cul-de-sac, is open ditch. It does not have shoulders on it. I wish Keith Markway were 
here to correct me, but that’s my understanding. It is simply a – I forget what the width is, the 
paved width – but it rolls into the open ditch section just like the section of Newton to the south of 
this.  
Chairman Meier: Okay, good. That’s exactly what I wanted to hear, but as I read staff item 3., it 
actually says “with at least four-foot gravel shoulders.” I read that as it’s being required, so we 
might want to scratch through that if we do go forward with this application.  
Ms. Hayhow: Are you looking at stipulation three on the stips there?  
Chairman Meier: Yeah, page 15 of the staff report, item 3 of the recommendations.  
Ms. Hayhow: Okay.  
Chairman Meier: Anything other Board members would like to make any comments? If not, do I 
hear a motion? Suggested motions are on page 15, at the bottom, and the top of page 16.  
Mr. Loyd: I’m going to make the motion. I’m going to try to combine these all into one motion, if 
everybody’s okay with that.  
Ms. Hayhow: I would caution against that, John. There’s three separate actions and two waivers 
and a plat exception.  
Mr. Pendley: I think it would be more appropriate as three separate motions.  
Chairman Meier: Three separate motions?  
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Mr. Loyd: Are they in the right order as you’ve listed them here? Do we need to go in a correct 
order so that…? I’ll just go ahead with the first piece.  
Motion by Mr. Loyd, seconded by Mr. Schlesselman, to approve the change of zoning from RUR 
and RN-1 to PRLD, including Minimum Infrastructure Waivers to 1) allow Newton Avenue to 
remain as constructed instead of being improved to the Type ”B” Collector Street Standard but 
with at least 4-ft. gravel shoulders, and, 2) allow the use of on-site septic systems without dry 
sewers, for the reasons recommended by staff. 

Motion passes, 5-0. 
Chairman Meier: Okay, so the first motion is approved. Let’s move on to the second one, John.  
Motion by Mr. Loyd, seconded by Mr. Bollin, to approve the associated preliminary and final 
development plan which shall serve as the preliminary and final plat of Lots 1 and 2 of Walton 
Court, including a plat exception to allow the existing residence to be setback 26 ft. from the front 
property line instead of 50 ft. as otherwise required, for the reasons and with the stipulations 
recommended by staff. 3.  

Motion passes, 5-0.  

Chairman Meier: Let’s move on to the last motion.  
Motion by Mr. Loyd, seconded by Mr. Schlesselman, to approve a Conditional Use Permit for an 
accessory building prior to a single-family residence (primary use) on proposed Lot 1, for the 
reasons and with the stipulations recommended by staff. 

Motion passes, 5-0.  

Chairman Meier: The application has been approved. This will go before the Planning 
Commissioners when?  
Ms. Hayhow: This will go to the Board of County Commissioners on November 12th. That meeting 
is at 9:30 in the morning. It’s held in the Board Hearing Room, which is on the Third Floor of the 
Johnson County Administration Building, located at 111 South Cherry, Olathe, Kansas.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Pamela.  

B. Application No.SE 20-73-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit Amendment -
14150 W. 175th Street  
Finkle & Williams Architecture, applicant, and Countryside Baptist Church, 
landowner, requesting Conditional Use Permit approval for a church 
addition/expansion on 19.9 acres, on property zoned RUR, Rural District, in 
Section 21, Township 14, Range 24. 

Chairman Meier: Staff report, please.  
Ms. Wicklund: I’m doing that one. I’m going to share screen. I’d like to enter in the staff report 
dated September 30, 2020, into the record. This is an applicant for a Conditional Use Permit 
amendment. The site address is 14150 West 175th Street. It’s just a little west of Pflumm. The 
property has Rural zoning, and it’s about 20 acres in size. A CUP was approved in 2003 for a 
three-phase church facility master plan. Phase 1 included about a 24,000 square foot multi-use 
building and parking lot, which was built in 2004. With this application, Countryside Church is 
requesting an amendment to their CUP to allow an expansion of their existing church facility and 
parking lot in two phases. The current proposal for expansion aligns with the original master plan 
that was approved in regard to size, scope and placement of the building on the property. There 
was a stipulation on the current CUP for Phase 1 approval only. Phase 2 and 3 required separate 
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CUP approval. The applicant is now ready for Phase 2, which is the purpose for this application. 
This CUP amendment will include the existing church facility, which was Phase 1, and Phase 2 
and Phase 3, and the new parking lot areas, as shown on the site plan. I’ll scroll down in a minute. 
Just to note, the church has operated here for about 15 years. It’s primarily only used one day a 
week. The church also has occasional evening or weekday activities.  
On the screen now is just an aerial view of the subject property. There’s the existing church and 
the parking lot. Here is a picture of the site that shows the new parking lot areas and Phase 2 and 
Phase 3. Here is a couple of pictures of the existing church. We’ll keep it on there for a minute. 
The requested expansion incudes Phase 2, which is a 19,000 square foot classroom addition, 
and Phase 3 is a 33,000 square foot new sanctuary space, which will seat about 1,200 people. In 
addition, there are new parking areas shown on the site plan for Phase 2 and 3, which shows a 
total of 261 new spaces and does comply with the parking requirements. Furthermore, the 
applicant has also submitted a landscape plan that meets the landscaping requirements for 
parking lots. Parking lot lighting will match the existing pole lights. The site plan also shows an 
exterior freestanding cross in front of the building as part of Phase 3 and up towards the building. 
I’ll show that here in a minute. The applicant has stated that the cross will be a maximum of 24 
feet tall, as identified on the site plan and the building renderings.  
In addition, they are also proposing new building-mounted signage as part of Phase 3. Let me 
scroll down here. Here are some renderings of what the church will look like at the end, after 
Phase 3 is done. Here is the west patio area. As I continue to talk I’m going to show the site plan 
here. In terms of infrastructure requirements, just a couple of notes. The applicant did submit a 
traffic study to the Public Works Department for review. Just to note, 175th Street, which is 
adjacent to this site, is a paved road and is within the City of Overland Park’s right-of-way. 
Therefore, the applicant will need to meet Overland Park’s public street improvement 
requirements. That traffic study, the one recommendation that came out of that study was for a 
new 100-foot eastbound left turn lane on 175th Street to serve the existing drive. The applicant 
has agreed to make that improvement. The remaining existing infrastructure including that new 
turn lane will be adequate for the proposed building expansion.  
In terms of the Golden Criteria, the proposed expansion here continues to be consistent with the 
existing parkland uses that surround the property on three sides and the agricultural and 
residential uses to the south. Given the large size, which is 20 acres, and the location of the 
church, which is more in the center of the property, and the parking lot area would be landscaped 
in compliance with the Regulations, this church expansion continues to be compatible with the 
rural and low density character of the area and the surrounding park use. The church has operated 
for 15 years out in the community without any known detrimental effects to the nearby parcels. 
The church site and the proposed addition will be developed with high quality building materials, 
adequate buffering and screening around the parking lots, and appropriate lighting, utilizing the 
cutoff fixtures and downward facing fixtures. Because of that, we believe this church expansion 
should have limited, if any, detrimental effects to nearby parcels.  
As I stated earlier, the site is within the Urban Fringe Policy Area. The City of Overland Park is 
adjacent and close by, but the City of Overland Park has stated no concerns with the church 
expansion. In addition, these additions will be constructed with architectural precast concrete, 
masonry, storefront glazing and architectural metal panels. I’ll scroll down here to the building 
elevations. Here is the landscape plan. Here is the building elevations for Phase 2 and also Phase 
3. You can also see the freestanding cross that I was talking about here in that Phase 3 south 
elevation.  
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With that, there was a Public Works memo attached to the staff report, and those comments have 
been addressed in the staff report and/or stipulations. The County Building Official has reviewed 
the submitted plans and has stated that the plans appear to meet building and fire code 
requirements and shall meet those requirements prior to the issuance of a building permit. With 
that, Planning staff recommends approval of the CUP amendment for the proposed church 
addition and expansion, subject to the stipulations in the staff report. It has a 30-year term. The 
Zoning Regulations specifically call out a 30-year term for religious institutions, so that’s a 30-year 
term, and then there’s a specific stipulation about construction of that left turn lane and when it 
will occur and happen. I think with that, I’ll stand for any questions.  
Chairman Meier: Any questions?  
Mr. Loyd: I have a question. I made a couple of notes, and you hit them both already, Diane. So, 
the duration is 30 years for religious institution, right?  
Ms. Wicklund: Yes.  
Mr. Loyd: So, that’s going to cover both Phase 2 and Phase 3. We don’t know the specific timing 
of those, correct?  
Ms. Wicklund: That’s correct. That's where you’re into the stipulations that this CUP amendment 
includes the existing church and Phase 2 and Phase 3, and the new parking lot areas. So, if it 
gets approved, then they just come in with a building permit at whatever time they want to. It can 
be tomorrow. It can be in five years, or whatever.  
Mr. Loyd: Is the turn lane tied to Phase 2 or Phase 3?  
Ms. Wicklund: It will be tied to Phase 2, so I think in the stipulation we say that the improvement 
shall be installed and completed prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy for that building 
permit for Phase 2. Yes, that will be done right away with Phase 2.  
Mr. Loyd: Okay. Perfect, thank you.  
Chairman Meier: Any other questions of staff? Okay, now is the time we listen to the presentation 
from the applicant. Is the applicant ready?  
Mr. Pendley: Kimball Hales and Alex Lynch  should have, hopefully, ability to talk now.  
Ms. Davis: Kimball is unmuted, and he goes first.  
Kimball Hales, Finkle Williams Architecture, 8787 Renner Road, Lenexa, Kansas, appeared 
before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Hales: Thank you for your time tonight. I wanted to just point out while you’re here on the 
elevation sheet, the church, as we mentioned, has been there for 15 years and has experienced 
quite a bit of growth. The initial push they’re hoping to do is to add some classroom space, and 
then as their congregation grows they will ultimately upgrade the sanctuary and increase the 
seating capacity in the sanctuary, which would be Phase 3. As Mr. Loyd mentioned, we’re not 
exactly sure when the third phase will happen. It will kind of depend upon growth, but they are at 
the point right where they need the additional classroom space.  
The Phase 2 will all be completely to the north. The parking lots will be north of the building, so 
from 175th Street you won’t be able to see much of the new addition. When Phase 3 happens, 
though, that will again move towards the south, towards the street. The church has tried to be 
conscientious and tried to keep as much of that green as possible between the building and the 
street. They did not want just a huge parking lot in front of the building, so we’ve tried to 
strategically place the parking lots a little more out of sight, while still providing adequate parking. 
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We’ve opted to use a material that we feel is going to be economical, very durable, and also add 
to the aesthetics of the neighborhood as well as the building itself. We’re being conscientious to 
screen any mechanical equipment and again, try to keep the building as handsome as possible.  
Speaking to the cross, we did a couple studies, looking at the height and size of the cross. Given 
the size of the overall building, we felt like the 24-foot cross was more proportionate to the overall 
building. We appreciate consideration of that. Aside from that, I don’t have a lot of comments. 
Maybe Alex would like to add something from the church’s perspective.  
Alex Lynch, [no address given], appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Lynch: From the church’s perspective, this is just a really exciting thing to be considering at 
this point. When we purchased this 20 acres back in 2003, we had grand visions of what it could 
become, but were still a small church moving out of a school. We were leasing a space in Olathe 
East High School at the time. So, it’s been a great 15 years being neighbors of the parks. They’ve 
been great neighbors to us, and we’ve tried to be the same for them. We’ve had some good 
significant growth within our body the last couple of years. Like Kimball had noted, we’ve just run 
out of space, both in the parking lot, which prompted an approval for a little gravel expansion to 
the north of our impervious parking. Then, even within our building, the first phase that was built, 
we use the gymnasium as a sanctuary currently, so getting to take the next step would enable us 
to expand our classroom space and a couple of our overflow rooms for our main service, allow 
our church to grow by a couple hundred more folks, and then hopefully be able to grow to the size 
where we could support that Phase 3 expansion, which would be the sanctuary to the south. 
We’re really excited about that opportunity as well, love the 20 acres where it is. Countryside is a 
very fitting name for where we fit, especially among the park, and we’re excited to hopefully 
continue improving our building and our space to fit in well with that area and continue to be useful 
for us and for the community as it grows and develops.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Thank you very much, Mr. Lynch and Mr. Hales. Are there any 
questions of the applicant from the Board members?  
Mr. Loyd: I have a couple questions. First of all, guys, nice looking set of drawings there. It’s a 
nice looking project. I have a question. I can address it to both of you. Kimball, you might be better 
suited to answer, since you're the design professional, but do you guys…I know there’s cost 
associated with the turn lane, but there’s also going to be some safety for your members that are 
using that turn lane. Is it reasonable, and do you think the traffic is going to warrant having that 
with Phase 2?  
Mr. Hales: The traffic study considered the whole site, altogether, and that’s when they 
recommended the turn lane for that. I think it’s, personally, a good idea to include it in Phase 2. I 
don’t think the church is opposed to that. It will benefit them. I think it was stipulated for the whole 
growth, but it’s good to put it in early.  
Mr. Loyd: Okay, I just know they’re expensive, and I know you guys are working on a budget, and 
if you felt like that was maybe more appropriate for the third phase than the second, I was willing 
to have that discussion, but thank you for your answer. 
Mr. Bollin: I’ve got a question on safety egress. If they go with Phase 3, is there adequate exits 
for 1,200 people in case of fire or other emergencies, and number two is, I noticed that some of 
the exits on the drawings, the doors open inward instead of outward. To me, if I remember from 
my working days, all exit doors should exit to the out, instead of opening inward. That’s two 
different things I was questioning. That’s basically it.  
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Mr. Hales. To answer those, first of all on the safety egress, yeah, we’ve taken that into 
consideration. There will be ample exits for the building. As far as traffic flowing out of the site, 
we’ve looked at that too. We have a traffic engineer involved. Because of the nature of the church, 
people tend to trickle out. They show up at once and then trickle out over time, so we don’t picture 
kind of an Arrowhead Stadium bottleneck getting out of there. We think we’ve provided both a 
right out and a left turn lane leaving the church. The flow of the traffic should create fairly orderly 
flow where there’s a lot of distanced queue cars that are hoping to leave.  
So, we don’t anticipate any issues there, but in terms of just public/personal safety getting out of 
the building, we definitely have adequate exits. If there are some doors flipped the wrong the 
direction, you’re correct. They should swing out in the direction of egress, and we’ll correct that 
as we get into design. The phase we’re at right now is essentially making sure it fits. The church, 
we’ve done some preliminary budgets to make sure they can afford what we’re looking at, and 
we will refine all of that as we get deeper into design.  
Mr. Bollin: Okay, thank you.  
Ms. Wicklund: If I could just add, the County Building Official, Anoush, also reviewed these plans. 
You can see here, if you can see my hand, the cursor, this is the required fire access lane that 
helps provide fire access road requirements. In addition to what Kimball said, the Building Official 
also reviewed it, in terms of those requirements. In addition, when they submit for the building 
permit, they’ll have to meet all building and fire codes. I just wanted to add that in.  
Mr. Bollin: Diane, my concern was people egress from the building itself, because at times if 
there’s a major fire, people have a tendency to jam the exits. That’s the reason why I was 
questioning that.  
Ms. Wicklund: Yes, good point.  
Mr. Pendley: I think also, to add to what Diane mentioned, in addition to Anoush Fardipour, the 
Chief Building Official, at the time of building permit, when they do come in for a building permit 
review and also a certificate of occupancy, there will be an inspection by the Fire Marshall as well. 
All of the additions will be required to meet all current fire and building codes at that time as well.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Any other questions of the applicant? Seeing none, I will go ahead 
and open up the public input portion of the meeting. If there is anyone in the queue, please state 
your name and address. Is there anyone there?  
[Checking for additional speakers] 
Chairman Meier: Seeing that there is no one else in the public that would like to say anything, I’ll 
go ahead and close the public input portion of the meeting. Now is the time to talk amongst 
ourselves, the Board members. Are there any concerns or questions or comments? I guess for 
me, I wish every application looked this good, to be quite honest. There’s really no questions, and 
I think the architecture looks fantastic, but what are you guys’ thoughts?  
Mr. Loyd: No, I agree. It’s a good-looking set of plans. To me, the site planning and the phasing 
and the traffic study, they’ve got the fire loop road in there already. I think it’s done very well.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. Do I hear a motion on this application?  
Ms. Wicklund: I’ve got a motion I can share screen on. I don’t think I had one in the staff report. 
I’ll put it up on the screen. There you go if somebody wants to use that.  
Motion by Mr. Loyd, seconded by Mr. Bollin, to approve a Conditional Use Permit Amendment for 
a building expansion and addition to an existing church facility for Countryside Baptist Church for 
the reasons and with the stipulations recommended by staff and stated in the staff report.   
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Motion passes, 5-0.  

Chairman Meier: Okay, application is approved. This will go before the County Commissioners 
on what date?  
Ms. Wicklund: This application will also go to the County Commissioners on November 12th, 9:30 
a.m., here in the County Administration Building, 111 South Cherry, on the Third Floor.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Thank you very much. Thank you to the applicant.  
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS  
Mr. Pendley: Chair Meier, I just wanted to mention future schedules for the Zoning Board. If it’s 
an appropriate time, I could just have a quick discussion and any input on that.  
Chairman Meier: Absolutely.  
Mr. Pendley: For the future, obviously we’ve been conducting most of our meetings this year on 
Zoom Webinar, and I think it’s worked fairly well, despite having a few glitches with maybe some 
of staff. I think for the most part, the public, from what we’ve seen, anyone who’s wanted to 
participate has been able to join. I was calling and texting and working with Keith Markway with 
Public Works throughout the meeting. He was having intermittent problems getting on and off. He 
was actually on for most of the Countryside Baptist Church, but unfortunately, he was 
disconnected during the first one. But, hopefully we’ll work through some of those little glitches on 
that for staff.  
But, for the future, obviously, it seems to be working well, I think, through Zoom Webinar. I think 
most of the Board members will agree that that’s been a good compromise, considering the 
alternative, trying to meet in person. As we know at that one meeting we had – I believe it was in 
June – it became a problem when we had a lot of cases like we did tonight, and if we had had the 
other case for the golf course application, it would have been even more problematic, shuffling 
people in and out, so I think it’s working well. I just want to get any input and suggestions from 
the Board members. We do plan on continuing with Zoom indefinitely, at least for sure for the next 
two meetings, the rest of this year.  
On the time, I know that that was something that Jason and I had a conversation earlier about, 
the time. That was something that we just sort of made an executive decision to move that up to 
6:00. I think that was with the thought, being on Zoom Webinar, it’s easier for people to connect 
at any time, the sooner the better, but maybe it’s better to keep a consistent time, and I think 6:30 
has worked well in the past for this Board. We just wanted to see if everyone agrees with that. 
We’ll continue that same time if that works, for now, continuing on Zoom Webinar as we have. I’ll 
just open it up for any questions, comments, from the Board.  
Chairman Meier: Sean, I think that 6:30 is probably a better time, just for me personally. I get 
home from work at 5:30, and that means I’ve got 30 minutes to [inaudible] with the family and 
then to jump onto a 6:00 Zoom meeting with you all. I personally would prefer 6:30, because it 
just gives a little more time for everyone to get home from and be able to get on the call. What 
does everybody else think?  
Mr. Loyd: I think 6:30 is a little bit better, too. For you guys on the staff, I know it makes you all a 
little bit longer day, but I’m with Jason. A lot of times I’m traveling, and I fly into Johnson County 
Executive here. I am sometimes pushing it to get to 6:30, so 6:00 is a little bit extra tough, I think.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s not a problem with staff. I guess I’ll speak for Diane and Pamela. [Inaudible] 
but I agree. Maybe that gives staff some time to go out and get something to eat and come back. 
But also, like Karen – I forgot she’s still on the meeting even though her case was continued – 
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Karen was actually here earlier at the office and went home. So, I think the 6:30 time works well 
for staff. That's not a problem for us.  
One thing we’re trying to do is be consistent between all the boards, so I think 6:30 is right in the 
middle. Different boards that we have at 6:00, some at 7:00  - we’re going to go with 6:30, I think, 
as a standard time and for now, continue on Zoom if that seems to be working well for the Board. 
We’re actually working on the 2021 schedule right now. We need to finalize that. Some of that is 
going to be subject to change. There may be, potentially at some point in time when we come 
back – and hopefully not as much of an issue at some point next year – we’ll be able to come 
back to in-person at some point, but for now continue on, plan on Zoom Webinar until otherwise 
noted. We’ll go with 6:30 time, and we’ll go from there. I appreciate all of your input. Any questions 
or comments in the future, just let us know, and we’ll try to improve this process.  
Mr. Sanderson: I think when we get back to the new normal, whatever that is, the new normal, I 
still am a big advocate of City Hall and the public showing up for a meeting in person, especially 
if we’ve got a softball complex…especially if we’ve got a controversial one. If we had a 
controversial one, with 20 people on the webinar site, I’m not sure we’ve got the systems in place 
electronically to handle it, for 20 people from the public wanting to speak. We’ve had that many 
before. Yes, you get into the cross dialogue in the Q&A, and all the fireworks of a public meeting, 
but I think it’s good if people have that access when we get back to whatever, the “new normal” 
is.  
Mr. Pendley: Good point. That’s absolutely staff’s biggest concern, just as you saw with at least 
one of the staff tonight having problems getting connected. There’s potentially sometimes 
unreliable internet service. You can call in, too. There’s options for calling in, but it is a little bit of 
a challenge. It’s something that staff has to work on behind the scenes to try to keep things going. 
We agree, if there’s certain types of cases that may be a little bit more of a challenge.  
Mr. Sanderson: Or if we see we have one that’s a controversial, maybe we hearken back to the 
Fire Station.  
Mr. Loyd: Oh, I thought you were going to say come over to your house, Ken.  
Mr. Sanderson: No. My wife hasn’t allowed anybody in our house for six months, so I don’t think 
she’s going to let the public in here. We’d have coffeecake and something for you.  
Mr. Pendley: Well, we’ll certainly continue to monitor that, and if we do anticipate a project that 
we expect to have some large turnout, we would have to have that conversation to see what is 
an appropriate, venue, but that’s a good point. We’ll keep that in mind. Knock on wood, so far 
most of the applications we’ve had for this Board –  
Mr. Sanderson: Yeah, they’ve been a walk in the park.  
Mr. Pendley: We’ll see how it goes forward. Thanks for the input. I appreciate it.  
Chairman Meier: All right. Anything else? We’ll go ahead and adjourn the meeting. Thank you so 
much, guys. Appreciate it.   
V2.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [None.] 
IX.  NEW BUSINESS [None.]  
ADJOURNMENT 
Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, at 7:16 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
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