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SOUTHEAST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Zoom Webinar 

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

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

 
I.  CALL TO ORDER 
A meeting of the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, Johnson County, Kansas, was convened 
at 6:29 p.m. on Wednesday, November 4, 2020, and was called to order by Jason Meier, 
Chairman, with the following members present and participating, to-wit, Kenneth Sanderson 
(arrived late), John Lloyd, Ed Schlesselman, and Kenneth Klingensmith. Andrew Ramos and 
Dennis Bollin were absent. Also in attendance were Sean Pendley, Karen Miller, and  Pamela 
Hayhow, Planning Department. 
Chairman Meier: Before we get started, I’m going to read a virtual meeting statement:   
To reduce the spread of COVID-19, the Southeast 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.  

II.  AGENDA ITEMS 
Chairman Meier: Do we need to add, delete, revise and approve the agenda? [None]  
Chairman Meier: Any disclosures of conflicts of interest? [None] 
Chairman Meier: Any disclosure of external contacts or discussions? [None] 
 III.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Chairman Meier:  Do I hear a motion to approve the minutes from Wednesday, October 7, 2020?  
Motion by Mr. Loyd, seconded by Mr. Schlesselman to approve the minutes of the Zoning Board 
meeting held on October 7, 2020.  

Motion passed 4-0. 
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IV. BOARD REPORTS   
Chairman Meier: Board of County Commissioners actions?  
Ms. Hayhow: I’ll give you just a quick update. When you guys met in August, you recommended 
approval of a final development plan for Oak Leaf Ridge Fourth Plat. That was approved by the 
Board of County Commissioners on October 8th. In October, during your meeting, you 
recommended approval of a two-lot subdivision for Walton Court. That’s where Newton Avenue 
currently dead ends north of 199th Street and a CUP amendment for Countryside Baptist Church 
on 175th, just west of Pflumm. Those applications will go to the Board of County Commissioners 
for action next Thursday, on November 12th, so we’ll have to give you an update at your next 
meeting.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you very much, Pamela.  
Mr. Sanderson joined the meeting.  
Chairman Meier: How about Planning Commission actions? Anything there?  
Mr. Pendley: There was no Planning Commission meeting in October, and there will not be a 
Planning Commission meeting this month, but there will be a special meeting date set for 
December. I believe we’re looking to find a date the first week of December.  
Ms. Miller:  December 8th.  
Mr. Pendley: December 8th, that’s it. That’s all I have to report at this time. Thanks, Karen.  :  
Chairman Meier: Thank you. Progress report on the Stilwell Community Plan? Anything there?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I hope everyone has seen the signs we’ve put up through the Eagle Scout 
project. I’m super excited about it. John, I know you’ve spent so much time helping navigate that, 
and they’re up. They just look amazing. We actually have a new sign that everyone wants put in 
place about 183rd and Metcalf area, so we’ll be working on that. If you haven’t seen them, Jason, 
you need to get down the road and see what’s going on in Stilwell.  
[crosstalk] 
Mr. Loyd: I think they look great.  
Mr. Klingensmith: John, doesn’t it look good? I really think you did a great job. Just phenomenal.  
[crosstalk] 
Mr. Loyd: Really nice. Really nice.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I’m kind of biased, but they did a good job.  
Mr. Pendley: They got them up fast.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent.  
V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 

A. Application No.SE 20-76-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit Amendment – 18695 
Lackman Road 
Application No.SE 20-77-CUP (AU) Conditional Use Permit Business Retreat– 
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 
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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.  

Chairman Meier: Staff report please. 
Ms. Miller: Thank you. As you mentioned, this is an application for two different Conditional Use 
Permits. There will be two different resolutions. One is to allow the clubhouse expansion and 
parking lot expansion. The other is to allow construction of a 3,500-square-foot guest cabin for 
use as a business retreat and executive conference center associated with the golf course. I will 
also note that last month the public hearing was continued, so that the applicant can gather more 
information about some infrastructure requirements. The applicant has gathered that information 
and has met the requirements. I’ll cover that a little bit later in the report.  
First I’ll talk about the clubhouse expansion. Here’s the clubhouse. Here’s 183rd Street. Here’s 
Lackman Road. What is requested for the expansion is that the footprint will be expanded by 
3,400 square feet. The lower level will house golf cart storage and staging, bag storage and 
building services, such as the sprinkler room. The expansion of the upper floor – the main floor – 
is an expanded locker room and toilet and shower areas, create a larger kitchen, add golf 
simulators and cart and smoking rooms, and expand the pro shop and administrative offices. The 
remodel will also add a new central entry feature and also the existing added volume. The second 
floor will house executive offices and future offices. This will not increase the height of the building, 
and it will not extend the roofline outward in any way. The parking lot expansion will be increased 
by approximately 54 spaces. Here’s the parking lot expansion.  
The guest cabin will be situated in the 18th green, in a copse of trees. The first floor will have 1,750 
square feet, and it will include a common area and gathering space, which will consist of a kitchen, 
a bar and a seating area, restrooms and one bedroom, and then the lower level, this will be a 
walkout design, like a walkout basement. It will have 1,750 square feet, and it will include three 
bedrooms. There will also be an outdoor deck along the north side of the cabin. The club will 
make this executive retreat, this cabin, available to members for reservation for use for 
entertaining guests. A high percentage will be used for business purposes. The cabin would also 
be used by the club’s national members. These are members from out of town. Currently, 
members from out of town come in, and they have to find lodging elsewhere. This club and cabin 
will have no public access. The cabin will be available to guests of the cabin only and not as part 
of regular membership play. So, this is only for guests.  
The next section I’ll mention a little bit about the Conditional Use Permit history. There is an 
existing Conditional Use Permit for the entire golf course. The golf course came into existence in 
1975 and didn’t need a Conditional Use Permit until they constructed their clubhouse. Then, in 
2006, they pulled a Conditional Use Permit to build this maintenance building, which has not been 
constructed, to do some clubhouse renovations, and do some general work on the golf course. 
So, that CUP was renewed in 2016. This maintenance building hasn’t been constructed yet, so 
we’re carrying over approval for this maintenance building. It’s been reviewed. If this application 
is approved and the two Conditional Use Permits are approved, it will allow the clubhouse, parking 
lot expansion and maintenance building under one amended Conditional Use Permit and then a 
guest cabin under another Conditional Use Permit. 
Here is an aerial view of the whole property. If you’ll notice, we have this one subdivision here, 
and then the remaining area around here is still in fairly large lot development. Here’s an aerial 
view of the clubhouse and the existing parking. Here is the 18th green, in which the guest cabin is 
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proposed to be constructed. This is a detail of the location where the maintenance building will be 
constructed.  
Now I’ll show you some elevations. Here is what they’ve turned in for their site plan. Here is the 
clubhouse, the existing landscaping, the proposed new parking and then the proposed guest 
cabin. These will be floor plans for the clubhouse. This is the new addition that’s shaded, for the 
locker rooms. This is the main floor. This will be the new second floor that’s being built in existing 
attic space, and office room and some new offices. Here’s the bottom floor, the basement, where 
they’ll be staging their golf carts and some other things. Here’s the existing clubhouse right here, 
and right here will be the expansion. This is the new part here. It has materials that will blend in 
and match the existing materials of the clubhouse.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Karen, are they looking to do more like an Airbnb or rental, or how does that 
work?  
Ms. Miller: Not at all, no. This is just for accommodating guests of members. A typical scenario 
would be that a member wants to entertain some business clients. They come in from out of town. 
The club member reserves the guest cabin for their clients to come stay. They’ll have some 
meetings. They could have meetings at the guest cabin or at the clubhouse, then play some golf, 
have dinner at either the clubhouse dining room or have food brought over to the guest cabin. 
That generally would be, perhaps, over the weekend something like that. That's really –  
Mr. Klingensmith: So it’s restricted only to members of the club as a value benefit, not to anyone 
external from membership?  
Ms. Miller: Yes.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Okay, thank you.  
Ms. Miller: Yes, and that’s a very important part. That's part of one of the stips. Yes, this is not like 
an Airbnb at all. It’s not open to the public in any way, so thank you for asking that. That was 
something really on our minds. That’s an important part of this.  
As part of consideration of the CUP for the golf course, we’ll carry through with the elevations of 
the maintenance building. It’s 50 x 100. It’s 5,000 square feet, and it has typical utilitarian finishing. 
This will be the development plan for the business retreat, the guest cabin. What we just looked 
at will be the development plan for the amendment to the golf course Conditional Use Permit.  
Now this will be the development plan for the guest cabin. It’s the same site plan. This is rotated. 
I’m afraid to rotate this. I think I might get my settings all messed up, but north is to the right. This 
is the clubhouse. This is the guest cabin, to help get you oriented. This is the main level. When 
you walk in, here’s the entryway. Here’s their open concept floor plan, with their kitchen, eating, 
dining and deck. Also, part of this level is an ADA compliant bedroom. If you walk down to the 
lower level, there’s three bedrooms – one, two, three. One stipulation is no more than eight guests 
at one time.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Karen, I apologize.  
Ms. Miller: Sure, go ahead.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Jason, I’m so sorry for jumping ahead. The purpose of this before us is because 
of the folks will be staying there, the size of this. What’s the restraints that are keeping them from 
doing this without approval, from a zoning perspective? 
Ms. Miller: You mean, why can’t they do this by right?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Correct.  
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Ms. Miller: If you take the overnight stays away, then it would function much like a satellite 
clubhouse. The similar uses, for socializing and things like that. It’s the overnight stays and the 
executive retreat scenario where people are bringing their business clients in and hosting them 
and using the conference room of the clubhouse, or using the main building area of the guest 
house for meetings and things like that. Or also, the national members, because they do have 
national members that come in and play golf and need a place to stay.  
Mr. Klingensmith: What keeps that from being a different standard than, like a hotel standard in 
other parts of the county, where you might have a hotel or a lodging standard relative to an 
unincorporated area where this is a lodging standard? Is there a comparative analysis there, or 
how does that connect?  
Ms. Miller: You mean with the building permit? When you say a comparative standard, I’m not 
quite following you.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Comparative, related to how does this compare to someone that might have a 
golf course where you have that lodging or the hotel aspect in a northern part of the county versus 
the southern part. Is there a difference, or is this just kind of a different founding?  
Ms. Miller: You mean like in the cities?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Yes.  
Ms. Miller: Well, in the cities, they have their own zoning regulations and however they would 
classify this.  
Mr. Klingensmith: All right. I understand. Got you.  
Ms. Miller: Okay.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I apologize.  
Ms. Miller: No, I’m sure those questions were other people’s minds too.  Thank you for asking 
those. So, we’re looking at the floor plans, the second and the lower level of the guest cabin. 
Here’s the elevations. This will be the main entryway, I believe. Here’s a rendering. The applicant 
purposely used architecture that had a residential feel – residential materials, a residential design 
– so that he will blend in with the neighborhood. It’s at a scale that’s typically residential. It’s 3,500 
square feet, which is very typical of the building permits for houses that the planners review. So, 
the scale is nothing grand and hotel-like. It’s not like a huge conference center. It will house a 
very minimal number of people.  
I took a little extra time to go over what the applicant is proposing, because this is a little bit 
different, the idea of the guest cabin, and I’m just going to go back to the aerial while I talk a little 
bit more. That's what is being proposed.  
Next comes the analysis. The first thing we considered is infrastructure. Does this have adequate 
infrastructure? The applicant proposes to hook up to sewers. Right now service is via an onsite 
septic system. The applicant has met with Wastewater staff, and they’ve worked out a plan to 
proceed. I talked with Wastewater staff, and believe that it is feasible to hook up to sewers. There 
is some work to be done on pumping from the guest cabin to the main sewer line, and the last I 
talked with Wastewater, they’ve submitted the documents to the applicant for them to review. In 
terms of Wastewater staff, they’re satisfied that the steps have been made to move forward on 
hooking up to sanitary sewers. Alternatively, if sanitary sewers aren’t hooked up, I’ve also talked 
with the Environmental Department, and it is also perfectly acceptable to have onsite systems. 
The one thing that would need to be coordinated is to make sure that the proposed parking 
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expansion doesn’t encroach upon existing laterals. That would be a detail to work out if the 
alternative is chosen. Right now the plans are to hook up to sewers.  
The next infrastructure element is water. Water is available. I’ve talked with Water One staff. 
There is adequate water for domestic service, and also the fire flows have been checked, and 
there is adequate fire flow in the existing fire hydrants to serve the site. Now, it’s probable that at 
least one extra fire hydrant will need to be installed, but the applicant is aware of that, but in terms 
of  meeting the requirements of the fire code and the building code, it’s definitely feasible to serve 
the site with the existing water. Then, storm drainage. The applicant has provided stormwater 
quality and stormwater plans to Public Works, and they have been accepted by Public Works.  
The next thing to analyze is the Golden Criteria. This is a set of criteria that staff uses to analyze 
the request and to determine if it’s appropriate for the area. The first idea that staff looked at is 
whether the use would be consistent with the zoning and uses of nearby properties. Rural zoning 
primarily surrounds the property, and the property is zoned RUR, with the exception of the 80 
acres of RN-1, residential zoning, to the south. It’s right here, so we have this residential 
subdivision to the south. The nearest home is about 500 feet from the clubhouse and about 350 
feet from the parking lot expansion, and about 750 feet from the proposed cabin location. So, 
there is some distance between the proposed structures that are proposed to come in. Staff has 
considered the clubhouse and the parking lot expansion separately from the guest cabin, and we 
found that the clubhouse and parking lot are consistent with the zoning and uses of nearby 
property, and also the guest cabin.  
We also looked at whether the use is compatible with the character of the neighborhood. The 
surrounding areas are rural in character, defined by those large parcels and agricultural uses, 
with the exception of that residential area to the south. That area has homes on approximately 
one-and-a-half-acre lots, and that’s surrounded by significant amounts of open space. We found 
that the project would be in the character of the neighborhood. They’re set off quite a ways. There 
is buffering. There is all sorts of area. There are over 200 acres on the site, so it’s well-buffered, 
and it’s residential in design for the clubhouse, so we found that it sets very well with the character 
of the neighborhood. In fact, the existing golf courses helped shape the character of the 
neighborhood.  
We also looked at the extent of detrimental effects that the proposals could have on nearby 
parcels. We thought that the clubhouse and parking lot expansion could have, perhaps, a 
detrimental effect on views. The building and parking lot – perhaps additional noise and traffic 
generated, and also perhaps glare caused by lighting. We considered those, and we thought that 
the impacts would be minimal due to the distances between the clubhouse and parking lot from 
the nearest homes. There’s a large vacant field across from the parking lot addition. In general, 
the golf course has sufficient parking to meet its needs. The additional parking is just for overflow. 
Also, the parking lot will be required to be landscaped. We’re requiring that all light fixtures shall 
be of a shoebox or similar design, and shall not exceed 150 watts. That’s the current requirement 
on the existing lighting. All lights shall utilize a cutoff design to prevent light spillage off the site, 
and glare, so we have some landscaping requirements for the parking lot, and also requirements 
on the parking lot lighting.  
The guest cabin we thought could have, also, perhaps some similar detrimental impacts, but we 
thought that those impacts would be minimal because of the residential design and the small area 
of the clubhouse. It’s proposed to only be 3,500 square feet and only four bedrooms, which is 
very typical of an existing home in the area. The cabin will be located within an area of trees on 
the 18th green. The additional activity generated by the use of the cabin will be very minimal, 
relative to the entire golf course as a whole, and the impact and activity generated by the overnight 
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guests will be similar to that generated by a four-bedroom single family home. The common area 
will be used much like the clubhouse facilities and will consist of meetings, meals and socializing. 
Again, all light fixtures shall be of a shoebox or similar design and shall not exceed 150 watts. So, 
we looked at possible detrimental effects, and we thought that those would be minimal.  
Those were the main considerations that we looked at when we  formed our recommendation. 
Our recommendations start on page 12 of the staff report. Our recommendation is divided into 
two parts. One is our recommendation for the amendment to the Conditional Use Permit for the 
golf course, which would allow the clubhouse and parking lot expansion and carry over the 
previously-approved maintenance building. We have stipulations associated with it. Some of the 
main stipulations of interest would be stipulation number one – we recommended a term of 20 
years. Number two, we spell out exactly what this would be allowing. The CUP allows for 
expansion of the clubhouse and parking lot and for continued use of improvements to the existing 
golf course and greens, clubhouse and maintenance area that were approved in 2016, and it still 
allows the construction of a new 5,000-square-foot maintenance building that was previously 
approved. We also  require that the parking lot shall be landscaped. We have stipulations 
governing the lighting and a few other things regarding some of the landscape easements and 
things like that.  
Reasons for approval is because it will be consistent with the area. It will blend in with the 
character of the neighborhood and there will be minimal detrimental effects. We also reviewed – 
and that review starts on page 14 – the Conditional Use Permit for the guest cabin. We 
recommend approval. Again, instead of 3,350 square feet, we recommend approval of a 3,500-
square-foot guest cabin. Again, we recommend a term of 20 years, and the Conditional Use 
Permit would allow for the construction of a 3,500-square-foot guest cabin for use as a business 
retreat, executive conference center associated with the golf course in accordance with the 
development plan, so it would have to follow the site plan and the elevations that we already 
looked at. The third stipulation is that the cabin shall only be made available to members and their 
guests, and shall not be made available to the general public. Use of the cabin shall consist of 
meetings, meals and activities within the common area and the deck and may include overnight 
stays. Use of the cabin may also be accompanied by use of the golf course greens, clubhouse 
and parking lot. Number four is there shall be a maximum of eight overnight guests occupying the 
cabin at any one time, and such guests will occupy the cabin or stay overnight for no more than 
seven consecutive days.  
We also have lighting requirements, and we also address some of the stormwater things. Also, 
they need to submit a revised development plan that further fulfills some of the requirements of 
the stipulations. Also, similar reasons, we feel that it’s designed to resemble a home, that it’s 
compatible with the surrounding area because of the architecture and also there will be minimal 
detrimental effects to the area. At that, if you desire, if you would like to recommend approval, I 
have two recommended motions that you could use that would be on page 16 of your staff report. 
Just please be aware that the applicant would like approval of a 3,500-foot guest cabin. Thank 
you.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Karen. Any questions of staff?  
Mr. Schlesselman: I have a question for Karen. On public safety, I understand the fire station at 
191st and Lackman might be going away somewhere in 2021, that Overland Park Fire was going 
to service that area out of a different station, possibly on 175th Street. Is there any truth to any of 
that? 
Ms. Miller: I have heard that there is a movement for Overland Park to serve the area. I’m not 
sure exactly where they are in that process, and I don’t know if it’s a finalized thing at this point. I 
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know it’s been discussed. I don’t know exactly…I’ve touched base with our Building Official, 
Anoush Fardipour. He’s in charge of the fire code and building codes, and he has discussed this 
application with Chief Francis. During that time, Anoush did mention that there would be this 
transition, so the people reviewing this were aware of that transition, and they’re taking that into 
consideration.  
Mr. Schlesselman: Okay. The primary concern I would have with that is if that station is no longer 
operational in 2021, is the response time…? Also, you mentioned the addition of a fire hydrant. 
Who is responsible for that? Is that the petitioner that’s going to take care of that, or is that Fire 
District 2, or Overland Park Fire?  
Ms. Miller: If, upon review of the construction documents, it’s determined by the Fire Code that a 
hydrant is required, then the applicant would coordinate with Water One. Basically, they would 
supply the funding, and Water One would take care of the installation.  
Mr. Schlesselman: Okay, thank you.  
Chairman Meier: Any other questions of staff? Okay, thank you very much. Now is the time where 
we will hear from the applicant. If the applicant is there, if they wouldn’t mind stating their name 
and address for the record, we’d love to hear from him.  
Mr. Pendley: We have John Peterson and Mickey Finn that will be available to speak on this 
application. I believe John Peterson is representing the applicant.  
Ms. Miller: And I have some information that John Peterson provided, and I’m working to share it.  
John Peterson, Polsinelli Planning Commission, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I’ll move forward.  It’s not indicating to me you 
can see me on your screen. I assume you can hear me. I’m having a little difficulty picking it up. 
Probably the fact that you don’t have to look at me is probably a positive for the evening, but I’ll 
move forward, and I think we can communicate in terms of the substance of the application. I'm 
here on behalf of Wolf Creek Links, Inc. who is obviously the owner and operator of Wolf Creek 
Golf Course and the facilities that are there today. Mickey Finn, General Manager for Wolf Creek, 
is on with us as well. I am a lawyer, and you know lawyers like to talk a long time, but Mr. 
Chairman, honestly, a very complete written staff report. Karen did a great job of taking us through 
the paces in terms of making sure we comply with all code, and a very thorough oral presentation 
of the staff report.  
I’ll merely say that Mickey and I will stand for questions. I will say for the record that we have 
reviewed the stipulations proposed by staff in regard to both Conditional Use Permits. Number 
one, stipulations 1 though 11, we accept those. Conditional Use Permit number two, the guest 
cabin, 1 though 11, we accept; however, Karen did accurately state that the application is for a 
3,500-square-foot guest cabin. I would just note for the record that the stipulation still speaks to, 
I think, 3,340 or something, so I accept that stipulation that is it changed before we move to the 
County Commission to comport with staff’s presentation and understanding and our application, 
that we’re asking for 3,500 square feet there. With that, we’d be happy to answer any questions. 
We’d appreciate your support.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Mr. Peterson. Any questions of the applicant from the Board 
members? I have one question. Just a clarification on the sanitary sewer. Is the clubhouse 
currently on a septic system? Is that correct?  
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Mickey Finn [no address given], appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  

Mr. Finn: Yes, sir. The clubhouse is on a septic. The goal of the ownership is to hook into the 
sewer line, Johnson County Wastewater, and so part of our application with JCW is to do a main 
extension to the larger main, so that it will be on sewers, and then for the cabin, we will be doing 
– I think it was referenced in the staff report – we’ll be doing a little bit of a low pressure system 
to get us up to where we can have a different connection into sewer. So, the goal is to have us 
both within the Johnson County Wastewater sewer system. If, for whatever reason, probably more 
likely with the cabin than with the clubhouse, if we could not accomplish that, meeting the rules 
and regulations of JCW, they have presented, “Hey, the option is you can either have a holding 
tank or septic,” but our engineer, who is not on tonight, but our engineer is very, very confident 
we can address all the issues, and all the buildings will be sewered.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Any other questions of the applicant from the Board members? Okay. 
Thank you so much. I appreciate the presentation. Now is the time we will open this up to the 
public input portion of the meeting. You will be called upon in the order that you raise your hand, 
I guess. I would ask that you state your name and address, Do we have someone that is ready 
for comments?  
Mr. Pendley: Nobody had signed up to speak from the public on this application, and I do not see 
anybody’s hand raised  on the webinar, so at this time it appears that nobody has requested to 
speak on this item.  
Chairman Meier: Okay, thank you, Sean. I will go ahead and close the public input portion of the 
meeting. Now is the time when we talk amongst ourselves. I think I might just go ahead and start 
and say this is probably one of the most complete applications I’ve ever seen, and I really 
appreciate that, and a very detailed staff report. I really don’t have a lot of questions. It looks like, 
honestly, an improvement to the architecture of the clubhouse with, the things they’re adding on 
to the clubhouse is going to make it look nice. The new cabin looks like its going to be tucked 
back in the woods and you won’t even see it from any direction. It looks also very nice. Any 
comments from other Board members?  
Mr. Sanderson: I’ve experienced these residential settings and golf at Osage National down at 
Lake of the Ozarks. Osage National has three or four condos. These golf packages are very, very 
popular, where they can come and stay there, even have a corporate event in the morning and a 
golf in the afternoon. They’ve got the bigger clubhouse to use it if they have a bigger event, but 
for out-of-town guests, out-of-town corporate clients, this is a win-win for businesses that want to 
take advantage of this, as opposed to shuffling them off to Overland Park or Olathe, to a hotel 
and then bring them back. They can stay right there on the course. They can eat right there at the 
clubhouse. It’s a winner for Wolf Creek, I would think, if they market it right – destination golf – for 
their corporate customers. I believe Wolf Creek is still private? That's a question. It’s not a public 
course, is it? 
[Unidentified speaker]: It’s private.  
Mr. Sanderson: Okay. My experience, even with the public ones, these are very, very popular, 
very popular.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I’m totally supportive of Ken Sanderson and, Jason, your comments, so I’m 
good with this, too.  
Mr. Sanderson: Thank you.  
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Mr. Loyd: I agree. It’s a really nice-looking package. Agree with all the benefits. I just would say 
I’m by there a lot. I’m far enough away I don’t have to exclude myself. I think they’re good citizens, 
I think they’re good neighbors. It’s set back in there, and they mind their own business. It looks 
nice from all the roads like it is. I think that there’s really no reason to really bring up anything to 
cause any difficulty here.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent. Would someone like to read one of the motions on page 16, or is 
there more discussion?  
Motion by Mr. Sanderson, seconded by Mr. Loyd, to approve a Conditional Use Permit 
amendment to allow expansion of the clubhouse and parking lot and construction of a new 
equipment storage building that was approved by a previous CUP and never constructed, for the 
reasons and subject to the stipulations recommended by staff on Application No. SE-20-76 CUP, 
Conditional Use Permit.  

Motion passed unanimously.  
Motion by Mr. Sanderson, seconded by Mr. Loyd,  to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow 
construction of a 3,500 sq. ft. guest cabin on the subject property for use as a business 
retreat/executive conference center associated with the golf course, for the reasons and subject 
to the stipulations recommended by staff on Application No. SE-20-77, CUP.  

Motion passed unanimously.  

Chairman Meier: This will go before the Board of County Commissioners on what date?  
Ms. Miller: December 3, 2020. It will be in the Board Hearing Room at 9:30 in the morning, 3rd 
Floor, County Admin Building, 111 South Cherry Street, Olathe, Kansas. This meeting will be in-
person.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you so much.  

B. Application No. SE 20-82-SP (AU) Special Permit -18440 Mission Road 
Chad Luikart, applicant/agent for Blue Valley School District #229, landowner, 
requesting a Special Permit for ancillary storage and a school (future) on 19 acres, on 
property zoned RN1, Residential Neighborhood 1 District, in Section 33, Township 14, 
Range 25. 

Chairman Meier: Staff report, please.  
Ms. Hayhow: Certainly. I’d like to enter the staff report dated October 28th into the record and give 
you just a brief summary. This 20-acre property is located on the west side of Mission Road, about 
a quarter mile south of 183rd Street. It’s zoned RN-1, Residential Neighborhood 1 District. The 
School District since 1978. There is an existing 2,600-square-foot building on the property, which 
has been used for the storage of materials and equipment used to grow sod, and more recently 
to store materials and equipment used to maintain School District facilities and properties. From 
aerial history, the existing storage building is first visible from 1998. Access to the building is from 
a gravel driveway from Mission Road. The driveway is gated, and access is restricted to School 
District personnel. The Blue Valley School District is requesting approval of a Special Permit to 
allow continued use of the existing 2,600-square-foot barn as ancillary storage of tools and 
equipment – tractors and mowers – used for landscaping and maintenance of district-wide 
facilities. Second, to construct a new, 70x100, or 7,000-square-foot storage building for indoor 
storage of seasonal equipment like snowblowers and snowplows used for maintenance of district-
wide facilities. If approved, there would be no term limit on the special permit.  
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You guys are looking at this screen. Here’s the location of the property. This is an aerial view. 
Mission Road is over here to the right. This is the area that was formerly sod. Here’s a view taken 
from the gate at Mission Road. Public facilities are eligible for a Special Permit. The purpose of 
the Special Permit with an indefinite term is recognize the public and quasi-public function of the 
uses in the Special Permit. The nature of the uses, which have a long-term value and purpose to 
the community by the provisions of essential functions for the public health, safety and welfare 
and that once established in a particular location, the nature of the use justifies that it should be 
allowed to remain for the useful life of the facility. In many instances, the uses are taxpayer funded, 
so the longer terms ensure the most advantageous use of public expenditures.  
Staff reviewed the minimum infrastructure requirements for the RN-1 zoning district, as to whether 
the infrastructure available is adequate to support the ancillary storage for the School District. 
There is a fire station located directly across Mission Road. Mission Road is paved to a width of 
22 feet and is a county-maintained road. Access to the property is limited to School District 
personnel. The trips to the property are very infrequent. The School District will be reconstructing 
the entrance from Mission Road to a paved commercial entrance for just portion that’s in the right-
of-way for Mission Road. There is an existing eight-inch water main along Mission, which could 
provide potable water. There are fire hydrants which could meet fire flow requirements, but for 
the School District, there are no offices or bathrooms in either storage building. There’s not 
electricity and not lights in either building as well. Existing infrastructure is more than adequate 
for the proposed storage use.  
There are development and performance standards for Special Permits. The proposed new 
70x100-foot building will be located to the east and in front of the existing 2,600-square-foot barn. 
The uses allowed by the Special Permit will be restricted to indoor storage of maintenance tools 
and equipment used for landscaping and seasonal maintenance of district-wide school facilities. 
It would be in the buildings as shown on the development plan.  
The black footprint of the building is the new proposed storage building. This is the existing one, 
so the new building would be about 100 feet east of the existing one. No outdoor storage is 
allowed. For the School District there is an existing watering arm that’s along the west property 
line. That will be auctioned and removed from the property, and the existing equipment – there’s 
some stored down here close to the south property line – that will be moved to another property 
of storage inside one of the buildings. The term would be indefinite. That's provided that the uses 
are constructed, operated and maintained in accordance with the stipulations that would be part 
of the Special Permit.  
The proposed storage building would be consistent and compatible with the existing barn. It is 
proposed as 100 percent metal building. Buildings constructed for uses allowed by Special Permit 
are required to be constructive with decorative materials, unless they are completely screened or 
buffered. Metal panels are not considered a decorative building material, so the development plan 
incorporates several the screening methods that are allowed for Regulations to screen and buffer 
the buildings. The purpose of the screening is to help avoid the potential detrimental effects that 
may accompany some of the uses allowed by Special Permits. In this case, the anticipated 
impacts are more visual in nature. The ways that you can screen that are allowed per the Special 
Permit, you can include distance or have large setbacks. You can use earth berms. You can do 
landscaping with evergreen trees and fencing, and you can also use existing screening and 
buffering that’s available on the property. The location of the new storage building is to the east 
of the existing building. It will partially screen the view of the existing building. It’s a newer metal 
building, from views along Mission Road. Both of the buildings are about 500 feet from the south 
property line.  
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The home developed out here in the Maple Valley Farms Subdivision are along the south property 
line. The existing barn is about 680 feet from the west property line and will partially screen the 
views of the new storage building from the adjoining property to the west. Both of the buildings 
will be about 70 feet from the north property line. The property to the north is currently a 20-acre 
property that’s not developed. However, it is zoned RN-1, same as the School District property, 
and it is anticipated that whenever infrastructure becomes available to this area, it’s likely to 
develop with residential uses. So, per the development plan, they are going to plant a row of red 
cedar trees four to six feet tall, 20 feet on center, along the north property line to buffer the storage 
buildings from views of the future residences to the north. Along Mission Road, they are proposing 
street trees – two-inch caliper sugar maples and elms, planted 50 fifty on-center in addition to, 
there’s existing volunteer growth along Mission Road that provides quite a bit of screening 
currently, and it will be there until Mission Road is improved at some point in the future. Views 
from the south are buffered by the distance, as noted, and then there’s also a large berm and 
evergreen trees that have been planted on the adjoining property to the south. On the School 
District property, they’re showing a row of red cedar trees, again four to six feet tall, 20 foot on-
center to provide the additional buffering on the School District property. The combination of 
distance with the large setbacks, using the existing topography and vegetation and the proposed 
new landscaping will satisfy the screening requirements required for Special Permits. 
Staff reviewed the Special Permit per the Golden Criteria that Karen noted earlier. Just a real 
quick summary of that. The area surrounding the property is a mix of rural and residential zoning, 
both in the unincorporated area and within the city of Overland Park. The storage for the School 
District is an institutional type facility serving an essential public service. These uses are typical 
and appropriate to be located close to the rural and residential areas that they serve. The storage 
for the School District is a use consistent with the zoning and uses of the nearby properties. The 
character of the area surrounding the property is best described as rural residential, consisting of 
a mix of single family residences and agricultural structures on parcels which are more than 10 
acres in size and single family residences on parcels which are less than 10 acres in size. In 
addition there are existing and developing public services and amenities in the neighborhood, 
including the fire station noted earlier that’s directly across the street. There’s a Camp Ranch Park 
that’s developing on the northwest corner of Mission and 183rd Street. The School District storage 
facility is compatible in character with the neighborhood.  
The property is zoned RN-1, which is restricted to single family residential and accessory to 
residential uses on minimum one-acre sized lots. The property is not suited for residential 
development at this density without the availability of sanitary sewers. The property is located in 
the Stilwell Community Plan. It’s in a growth policy area for agricultural and residential 
development. The proposed storage for the equipment and materials used to maintain the School 
District facilities provides an essential public service for the existing residential development and 
will serve the anticipated future residential development in this growth policy area. So, it was 
found to keep in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan.  
The staff report has more, but I think I’ll just stop with that. Staff is recommending approval of the 
requested Special Permit. There are, I believe, six stipulations and reasons listed on page 10 and 
11 of the staff report. I stand for any questions you have for staff.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Pamela. Questions of staff? Seeing none, now is the time we will 
hear from the applicant. If you wouldn’t mind stating your name and address and giving us a 
presentation, if you guys want to follow on them, now would be the time.  
Mr. Pendley: Chad Luikart with Blue Valley School District is available to speak.  
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Chad Luikart, Blue Valley School District, 15020 Metcalf Avenue, Overland Park, Kansas 66223, 
appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the following comments:  

Mr. Luikart: First of all, I want to thank Pamela for the process and just how thorough she’s been 
throughout this entire process. I’m really impressed with all the suggestions and ideas that she’s 
had and submitted to us. Just so that you guys are aware, I think Pamela kind of said it all, if you 
will, but the reason for needing this location for additional short term storage and long term storage 
is our existing one on the main Blue Valley Campus is essentially full. As the District continues to 
grow and we add more schools, that means more equipment. The Agronomy Farm is a place that 
kind of made sense for us. Hopefully that does for you guys as well, so more than happy to answer 
any questions you might have on this.  
Chairman Meier:  Thank you very much. Any questions of the applicant from the Board members? 
Seeing none, I guess I was reading through the report and I saw that there was just a really brief 
mention in there about what the long-term plan is for this property. Are you able to touch on that 
at all? Is that planned for a future elementary school, or anything like that in the future?  
Mr. Luikart: The site itself, being a 19-acre site, does have that possibility, but currently there are 
no long-term plans for this site. We’ve owned it since 1970-something, which is long before I’ve 
been with the School District. I don’t know what the intent was at that time, but currently there is 
not any plans.  
Chairman Meier: Okay, thank you. Any other questions from other Board members? Okay, thank 
you so much.  Now we will open up the public input portion of the meeting at this time. I think 
there is at least one hand raised right now. Sean, if you want to let them in and they can state 
their name and address.  
Mr. Pendley: Yes, there is one member from the public that has signed up to speak – John 
Bierman – and we’ll look for anyone after that. Jon is available to speak now.  
Jonathon Bierman, 4605 West 183rd Street, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and 
made the following comments:  

Mr. Bierman: I have the property that borders the west side of the school’s facility, so I’m one of 
the lucky ones that has a pretty clear view of the existing building. A couple comments. My 
concerns with the existing property and considerations I’d ask for, respectfully, of the committee. 
I think the watering arm was mentioned as the date that goes to auction, some timing, so to set 
expectations on that would be great. I appreciate the school’s commitment to remove it. There 
are also a bunch – I don’t know what a bunch is; I’m going to guess 20 or so – of jersey walls 
stored behind the facility. I know one of the commitments was nothing would be stored outside 
the facility, so again, just reiterating the commitment that those are removed as well and maybe 
a time frame that I understood when that would occur. Then the third is, there are six or seven 
large, either burn piles or mulch piles or rock piles or wood piles, some combination of a variety 
of those, that are out back. These are pretty material mounds that are not very sightly that I’d ask 
what the school’s plan for those is as well as a part of this.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you.  
Mr. Bierman: Can I ask one final comment? I apologize. I loved the question on the long term plan 
for the facility, so thank you for asking that. My follow-up question to that would be, as the school’s 
demand for more storage space increase, can I get a sense of probability of another 7,000-
square-foot building going up next, and add on and add on, or what constrains that whole plot 
from becoming storage? Thank you.  
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Chairman Meier: Excellent question. Absolutely. Thank you. I’m not going to attempt to answer 
any of your questions. I think what would be good is we get through the public input portion. If 
there’s anyone else that has comments, and then we’ll go back and ask the School District to 
answer those questions. Sean, is there anyone else that is in the waiting room with additional 
questions or comments?  
Mr. Pendley: There’s nobody else that’s requested to speak or has raised their hand. However, 
there are two other people who are listed as attendees, so I will allow them to speak if anyone 
would like to speak and hasn’t been able to find the “raise your hand” function. You’re available 
to speak. If not, I guess nobody is requesting to speak. One person, Roger Holmes. It looks like 
Roger Holmes should be available.  
Roger Holmes, 4340 West 186th, appeared before the Zoning Board via Zoom and made the 
following comments:  
Mr. Holmes: I’m in agreement with John’s questions about the future…My property is to the south 
and adjacent. I’m in the Maple Valley Farms Subdivision. John is my neighbor to the north, as 
well as the School District property. I have the same comments that he has, whether it’s the jersey 
barriers, the piles of mulch or the leftover trees or logs that are there. Love to see the watering 
arm go away, but the biggest issue that I would have would be about the future of the property 
and additional buildings, but I would have no issue with this building, and if they want to add 
screening trees, not only to the first property in Maple Valley Farms, but to mine as well, I would 
greatly appreciate that. End of my comments. Thank you.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. Thank you very much. I think these are some good questions. Sean, it 
doesn’t look like there’s anyone else that is raising hands and would like to talk.  
Mr. Pendley: No, I do not see anybody else at this time.  
Chairman Meier: Okay. Well then, I will go ahead and close the public input portion of the meeting 
at this time, but I would like to have the applicant answer some of the questions, if they’re 
available. If they could, just kind of talk to us briefly about the irrigation equipment that’s there, 
the mulch piles, the jersey barriers. Then we can touch on some of the landscape and buffer 
issues.  
Mr. Luikart: John and Roger, we appreciate your comments, and we will certainly work to get 
everything accomplished. The water sprinkler system, we intend to have that auctioned off the 
first of the year, so that’s coming up fairly soon. Some of the  piles of wood and stuff that are up 
there, honestly, I’m not aware of some of those, but we will certainly clean up the site and the 
area as we move forward with it. The jersey barriers are left over from a previous school project, 
and we plan on moving them onsite to another school project, probably within the next three to 
four months. I think that’s pretty much it. Any other questions he had there?  
Chairman Meier: I guess I would love to ask the question – I know, we can talk amongst ourselves 
as a Board – but I think the idea that this is becoming a fairly good sized storage unit. I looking at 
the aerial photographs that are really updated right now online, and I can see all the piles that 
they’re talking about. I think it does make sense to add additional evergreen tree screening to the, 
I guess, your west property and a little bit on the south side where there’s gaps in vegetation. Is 
that something that the School District would be willing to do? I think it’s something that would 
help you guys in the future, certainly for screening what you have now, but if anything were in 
stored in the future, I think adding some more vegetation at this time, time helps. If you plant them 
small now, they grow bigger, so it just helps over time if you’re able to do it sooner rather than 
later.  
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Mr. Luikart: Yes, we have no issues with that.  
Mr. Klingensmith: We’ve worked really hard across the street with Johnson County Parks and 
Rec. We’re looking at a historical pattern of development in the park across the street. So, any 
type of frontage, Chad, that you can do, screening, trees, would just lend to the whole 
park/recreation aspect that we’re looking to develop between 183rd and Mission, all the way down 
to almost where the bridge is created. That's all new parkland for us, and we’ve got a great master 
plan there, and I just want to make sure that, as the District has storage buildings, we don’t take 
away from the work that’s been done from the Parks and Rec Department.  
Mr. Luikart: Sure. I understand, yes.  
Chairman Meier: Okay, excellent. Well, thank you, Chad. Are there any other questions of the 
applicant at this time, before we make a motion? 
Mr. Luikart: Just one other thing. There were six stipulations, and the School District agrees to all 
six of those stipulations.  
Chairman Meier: Excellent, thank you very much. Okay. I would throw out there, if we did make 
a motion to approve this that we do need to increase the amount of screening, and the applicant 
has agreed to do that. I think it would make sense that we add additional Eastern red cedars along 
the western property, probably a little bit more on the northern property, and then on the southern 
property as well, just to fill in the gaps where we’ve got openings in there, just so the school would 
have a more private area, and then also it protects the neighbors from whatever happens on the 
site a little bit. Time is on our side to start doing those things now, so are the other Board members 
good with that?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I’m very supportive of that. In fact, my recommendations in that to support you 
would be that that [inaudible/noise] property to the, I guess it’s north of 183rd for that purpose, so 
very consistent with what we want to accomplish.  
Chairman Meier: Yes, okay. Any other comments from other members of the Board? Okay, I 
might go ahead and make a motion, since I’m going to specifically talk about the additional buffer 
trees. I’m going to go ahead and move that we  approve Application No. SE-20-82-SP Special 
Permit for 18440 Mission Road, with all of the stipulations provided by the County staff, but in 
addition to those stipulations, we would be adding evergreen tree landscaping on the north, west 
and southern boundaries to fill in the gaps to screen the property. I am seeing probably, roughly, 
an additional 20 to 30 trees at least, along those borders, so I would just make that a part of my 
motion for approval. Do I hear a second?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I second that motion, Jason. Thank you.  
Motion passed unanimously.  

Chairman Meier: Okay, application has been approved. This will go before the Board of County 
Commissioners on what date?  
Ms. Hayhow: That is December 3rd. That's a Thursday at 9:30 in the morning. That's in the 
Administration Building here in Olathe, Kansas, 111 South Cherry. The Hearing Room is up there 
on the 3rd floor.  
Chairman Meier: Thank you, Pamela. Thank you to the applicants, the neighbors. I appreciate 
everyone’s involvement on that. 
VI.  OTHER BUSINESS  
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Chairman Meier: Now we move on to a few other things here, and I do have a question about 
other business, so I’m just going to jump in and ask it. Ken, Mr. Klingensmith, brought up the site 
plan design for the park that’s right up the street from this location, at 183rd and Mission Road. I 
was on the steering committee for that, and I haven’t heard a whole lot on that lately, and I was 
just curious if we had a schedule for any kind of construction of trails or anything like that over 
there. Do we know anything yet?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Actually, Jason, a lot of the funds for that initial development have been 
diverted, appropriately, to other agendas – soccer fields and things in the district. In Stilwell, we 
have two community parks, so this will be the third, so as I heard about some of the allocation of 
funds and redistribution of some of the resources, I also,  in agreement, had allocated that, while 
we have a master plan, we’re going to put that on hold for about a year or so and let some of the 
other initiatives take lead. So, while we have a master plan, we have also agreed to set that aside 
for a few years, considering the other two parks that exist in Stilwell for us.  
Chairman Meier: Got it. Thank you, sir. Appreciate that.  
VII.  BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR [None.] 
IX.  NEW BUSINESS [None.]  
Mr. Pendley: I just wanted to ask another question, just in general, in terms of updates for the 
Zoning Board and information for mail-outs and packets. I know the question had been asked 
previously, prior to the meeting about the hard copy, the mail-outs, for the plans. This is something 
staff is beginning to discuss in terms of information and distribution to the Zoning Board members. 
Is there a preference on the way the information is sent out? We’re actually in the process right 
now of getting ready to start a countywide update to the internet information, all the homepage 
information. That will include individual departments information. So, we’re going to hopefully find 
better ways of getting more user-friendly information available.  
The packets and all of the information for the Zoning Boards and all of the staff reports and plans 
are available on the website, but it’s not necessarily easy to find. We do direct the public to where 
they can find that information. It’s kind of buried in some of the calendars, and we’re going to 
hopefully make that a little more user-friendly and easy to find. But, in terms of getting information 
to the Zoning Board members, is there a preference or a request or a thought as to how we get 
that information out? I know we’ve always relied on hard copy mail-outs, the full-size plans and 
staff reports, hard copy printouts. That goes back to when it was just, obviously, in-person 
meetings, but just getting that information to the Board members in advance, is there a preference 
on going to more of a digital format where you just get a PDF or an online packet and doing away 
with hard copies, or is there still some interest in getting the hard copies? Any just general 
thoughts about that from the Zoning Board?  
Mr. Klingensmith: I am good with digital. I’m good with electronic documents, as long as they’re 
complete, visual and readable, I’m in good shape there. The packet we most recently received, I 
look at it and think how much money we could have saved just by a digital version of that.  
Chairman Meier: I feel the same way. And the applicant, too. The applicant can get all of those 
copies and put them in there, too. I guess I would suggest maybe my preference would be digital 
for every application we get so we can zoom in and get whatever we need to, but also having a 
maximum size, like 11x17’s, if we did get things in the mail, so then it’s really easy to put into a 
standard letter size envelope to send to us, but that’s just my thoughts.  
Mr. Pendley: That’s a good suggestion, too. That would save on some paper for sure. I’m sure 
applicant would appreciate that as well. Yeah, so maybe if there’s a transition, possibly in the 
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meantime we could say as far as what the packets of information, oftentimes we can get plenty 
of detail of on an 11x17. We could start with that, possibly and then see about going to a digital. 
Maybe we could try a transition when we’re doing a sample. I think we’re wanting to work our 
technology staff to figure the best way of getting that information out. If it’s a link, if it’s an automatic 
distribution, we send out with all of that on an online submittal, maybe we could try that in addition 
to the hard copy reports and 11x17 plans, and then eventually gradually move out of that.  
I guess we’ll just see, if anyone else has any concerns about access to digital plans, I think 
oftentimes, of course, you’ll want to have that available in the meeting, so you could have your 
hopefully a screen [inaudible] if we’re still doing Zoom, or whether if we’re at the meeting, we 
could always print those out. We usually also bring hard copies if and when we ever do return to 
in-person meetings. We’ll have extra hard copies available at the meeting for anybody that needs 
a staff report, and usually we have extra plans available as well.  
It’s something to think about, I guess, but certainly we’re happy to change that process and go to 
more of a digital format, because I think we agree that there’s certainly ways we can cut down on 
costs of printing and just the mail-outs that oftentimes are later than what you can get a digital 
copy anyway. We try to get that to you right away. We make that digital version available, so we’ll 
move towards that and try to get that as the first preference, and we’ll maybe hopefully phase out 
the hard copies. We’re open to any suggestions. Just wanted to open that up and see what 
everybody thinks.  
Mr. Sanderson: Is the 11x17 a digital copy? Because I don’t have a printer at my home that prints 
the 11x17.  
[Crosstalk] 
Mr. Sanderson: I might at the bank, but I don’t have it at home.  
Mr. Pendley: I think what we would do is we would do a hard copy 11x17 for now in the mail-out 
that you get. As to the format, if you got a digital version, even if let’s say the default setting was 
11x17, I think there’s a way for you to print that on an 8 ½ x11 format if you needed to, but we 
can certainly talk through some of those details.  
Mr. Sanderson: I can print legal and I can print letter, but I don’t know how to print 11x17, and I 
don’t know where that paper’s at miraculously.  
Mr. Klingensmith: You are giving every reason to buy you a Christmas gift, guy. Stilwell is going 
to buy you a Christmas gift.  
Mr. Sanderson: A new printer. HP. I’ve gone through so many cartridges.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I won’t buy you the ink, Ken. I’m going to buy you the printer, not the ink.  
Mr. Sanderson: I know. I’ve probably spent no less than $300 on cartridge printers with Amazon 
this, from March on.  
Chairman Meier: I’d throw out there that I would like to hear from Ed and John as well, but I don’t 
want to print anything that I’m emailed. I want to receive the hard copy of those 11x17s so that 
way we’ve got them and we can mark on them or whatever. But then, if we have the digital, we 
need to zoom in and see things that are maybe smaller detail, we can zoom in on our computers 
or whatever. But I do want to hear from Ed and John as well, but what are you guys’ thoughts? 
Mr. Schlesselman: Is there any statutory language that requires the mailings versus doing digital? 
That would be my only concern is if there is any statutory obligation to do the mailings as opposed 
to come in digital, which I like.  
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Mr. Pendley: That’s a good question. I am not aware of that. I know in the cities they do not have 
that, but I’m not aware of anything from the County Regulations specifically that’s require. That's 
a good question, though. We can check that just to make sure what requirement there would be 
for a physical copy. That’s certainly a good question. We can check on that. I think in the 
meantime, as was suggested, we could certainly send out at least the 11x17’s so you have that, 
along with a digital set that you would get a separate link so you have access to that that you 
could zoom in and out, but yeah, we could certainly look at more of the details as far as what are 
the legal requirements.  
Mr. Schlesselman: Okay.  
Mr. Pendley: Then, John, did you have any other thoughts?  
Mr. Loyd: Basically, all I had to say was I’m good with either. I don’t know if you guys know what 
I do every day, but basically we’re a design builder. We work all across the country, so this is like 
my third or fourth call today. You know, video call with drawings and things, and I think definitely 
the large size, hard copies, I think that’s probably a waste of money and waste of postage and 
everything else. I think being able to review the documents electronically, but whether we print 
them at home or whether you do a mailer on 11x17’s, I do like something in front of me so I can 
kind of make notes of my thoughts while we’re working through and can refer back to. I think some 
sort of way to have an electronic packet, and then either something that’s printable or a mail-out.  
One thing – it’s probably too expensive of a way to do it – but I get absent-minded, but I know 
when I see the packet in the mail, I know I’ve got a meeting, and it’s nice. And actually, this is also 
kind of weird, but I kind of enjoy the fact. Like today I shut my door for an hour and opened this 
packet and went through everything and had hard copies and was able to look at it and kind of 
take a little mental vacation from work, so I think we’re definitely on the right track. I’m in support 
of whatever anybody else wants to do.  
Mr. Pendley: That was good. I appreciate the comments. We’ll work to make some changes to do 
and hopefully at least perfect this information when we send out the link as soon as all of the 
reports are ready and the mail-out what we would normally do for a mail-out, everything’s ready 
for the Zoning Board packet, we’re working to get an automatic distribution email out to all the 
Board members and applicant so they know the packet’s ready, you can go check it online. Then, 
you may receive a hard copy report and smaller, reduced sized plans after all of that, so we’ll 
work on perfecting that plan. One more comment?  
Mr. Loyd: One other thing, Sean. You may have mentioned it, but it kind of jogged my memory 
here, dependent on the size of some of these packets and what kind of email service people had, 
it might be better to do some sort of link as opposed to try to EOP mail out the whole thing as an 
attachment.  
Mr. Pendley: Yeah, I think it would have to be a link that we would have. That’s why we’re trying 
to work with our DTI, the technology staff. I’m getting that kind of blast, the distribution email out, 
because we know that that’s going to overload a lot of people’s internet and access and may not 
be able to receive a full packet. We would do an online link, so we’ll figure out the best way to do 
that and get that –  
Mr. Sanderson: I think your security is better on a link, too. Encryption capability is much stronger 
on a link.  
Mr. Pendley: Right and it would direct you to where this is going to be stored online on our 
Planning homepage. So you’d be getting the same email that eventually we would direct anybody 
from the public to go find that, and it would hopefully be more user-friendly. You could see what’s 
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on for each agenda, for each meeting. We’ll work to improve that. Thanks for the comments. We 
appreciate it.  
Chairman Meier: Guys thank you so much. I think it’s about time we adjourn this meeting.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Jason, can I ask one more thing?  
Chairman Meier: Absolutely.  
Mr. Klingensmith: We had this occurring in Stilwell. I got 61 emails about this apparatus that 
occurred at 179th Street and Metcalf. I want to reach out to Brian, obviously, but curious on 
direction of where we go to find out why Overland Park…Because it’s actually an Overland Park 
property, so it’s not Aubrey Township, it’s not the unincorporated area of Johnson County, 
because it’s on Overland Park side. However, that has generated me 61 emails into my inbox 
about what is going on.  
Mr. Sanderson: That green thing, is that their little placard for directions or street signs for 
Overland Park?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Well you know, the sign is not the issue. It’s the little microscope and the 
roadway counter and the other activities that are going on there.  
Mr. Sanderson: Okay.  
Mr. Klingensmith: It’s not so much the street sign. It’s that apparatus that came up there for about 
four days behind it.  
Mr. Sanderson: I see. Prairie Village I think is blue, I think if I’m not mistaken.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Yeah, and 61 communications later I thought, I’m not sure if this is the forum, 
but I’ve got to figure out if it’s Brian, or who can help me steer the train or steer the ship on that 
one, because that came up with unexpected outcome, the counter on 179th Street and as you can 
imagine, Stilwell is a little apprehensive about anything that goes on on the north side of its 
property boundaries.  
Mr. Pendley: I’m not sure what that…that’s a good question. I don’t know, surely somebody from 
Public Works would know if that was something that Overland Park…what is that? I have no idea 
what they’re doing with the signs there, but we could certainly try to find out.  
Mr. Klingensmith: I noticed one on the freeway. Personally, I noticed these aspects, but this one 
definitely stirred up the community, so I’m glad to see Stilwell is not quietly being passive about 
things, but I do need to, not that this is the venue, but I will reach out to Brian, but I do want to at 
least bring it up from a zoning perspective, because it seems like something may be happening 
that may or may not be something that the community of Stilwell and Aubrey Township is 
interested in.  
Mr. Sanderson: Right.  
Ms. Hayhow: Ken, can you email that to Sean, so we have that?  
Mr. Klingensmith: Absolutely.  
Ms. Hayhow: I can’t tell. Isn’t it attached to the sign?  
Mr. Klingensmith: It’s actually attached to the sign. It lasted about two days. It went down, which 
is even worse, because then all of sudden it’s like, “What did they figure out?”  
Ms. Miller: You should start a community pool to take guesses and whoever is correct, gets like 
a mug or something.  
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Mr. Klingensmith: Karen, I was right there with you. I was like, “If you saw it, that means you’re 
paying attention, because we like you.” I was promoting that, but at the same time, I’m personally 
like what is going on, and why is no one in Aubrey Township been made aware of what Overland 
Park might be doing? But I was right there with you, Karen. I’m like, “You get a free mug, because 
you saw it.”  
Ms. Miller: My guess is traffic counts.  
Chairman Meier: That’s what I was thinking.  
Mr. Klingensmith: It is, but then when you start doing traffic in Stilwell, what’s that mean? Is it 
about traffic intersections, a blinking light at 181st?  
[crosstalk] 
Mr. Sanderson: I see a roundabout in your future.  
Mr. Klingensmith: In talking with folks in Stilwell, a roundabout would not be an issue. I think it’s 
truly the red light, the Overland Park big lights, intersection, runway between 167th and 159th that’s 
turn into runway. Stilwell is…I’m getting a lot of fight about that, so as soon as that went up, 
man…I didn’t even know it went up. At about 42 emails in I was like I better drive down the road 
and see what’s going on.  
Mr. Pendley: If I recall, I do remember there was some discussion with Public Works staff about 
the City of Overland Park working on road improvements in that area of Metcalf. Very likely it has 
something to do with traffic counts or checking traffic operations, so that’s a possibility.  
Mr. Klingensmith: Just wanted to make folks aware that it’s a hot topic in Stilwell, apparently. So, 
moving forward. Thank you. Sorry, Jason, just wanted to put that on record for the folks of interest.  
Chairman Meier: Appreciate that. Anything else? All right, we’ll go ahead and adjourn the meeting. 
Thank you so much everyone.  
ADJOURNMENT 
Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Southeast Consolidated Zoning Board, 
Chairman Meier, at 8:06 p.m., declared the meeting to be Adjourned. 
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