
 

  
    

    
 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
           

  
   

    
  

     
   
   

 
  

          
  

   
  

    
                

  
   

 
  

     
              

 
         

      
  

    
   

     
 

SOUTHWEST CONSOLIDATED ZONING BOARD 
Gardner Senior Center 

128 E. Park, Gardner, Kansas 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, February 23, 2022 
6:30 p.m. 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
A regular meeting of the Southwest Consolidated Zoning Board of Johnson County, Kansas, was 
convened at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, February 23, 2022, and was called to order by Darren Shafer, 
with the following members present and participating; to-wit: John DeGrande, Teri Atwell, Randy 
Hutchins, Donna Goetzmann, Rebecca Barton, Brian Walker and Jason Cooper. David Wolf was absent. 
Also in attendance were Sean Pendley and Michelle Kriks, Johnson County Planning Department. 
Chairman Shafer: We pretty much have everybody here, so thank you all for coming this evening, as 
cold as it is out there. 
II. AGENDA ITEMS: 

A. Add, Delete, or Revise, and Approve Agenda Items [None] 
B. Disclosure of conflicts of interest [None] 
C. Disclosure of external contacts/discussions [None] 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion by Ms. Atwell, seconded by Mr. Cooper, to approve the minutes from the January 26, 2022, 
Zoning Board meeting. Motion passed unanimously. 

IV. BOARD REPORTS 
Chairman Shafer: BOCC actions? 
Mr. Pendley: Good evening. I will just note that at the last Board meeting of the Southwest Zoning Board 
on January 26th , we had four applications. They consisted of a Rezoning, Preliminary and Final Plat for 
15645 Lake Road for a residential plat and Conditional Use Permit for oversized accessory building at 
19902 Pepper Tree Lane, Conditional Use Permit for oversized accessory building at 21391 Deer Ridge 
Drive, and a Final Development Plan for the New Century Commerce Center, Phase 1 Infrastructure. 
All of those cases were recommended for approval at that meeting. Those are all scheduled for final 
action by the Board of County Commissioners at their meeting tomorrow, on February 24th . That 
concludes all the actions sent forward to Board. I will also note for Board of County Commissioners 
actions, tomorrow we will have a Committee of the Whole meeting with the Board of County 
Commissioners in the afternoon to discuss the proposed solar regulations, so there is no action that is 
taken at that time. It will be an informational meeting, essentially, for the Board. That will be televised, 
and will be streamed on the County’s website, and then that will need to go forward to the Board for final 
action, or action at a later meeting. We anticipate that to be sometime in April. We’ll provide and update 
on that at the next meeting. 
Ms. Atwell: Sean, just to make it known, people can attend, but it’s a no-comment session. Is that 
correct? 



 

    

        
   

  
  

   
  

    
  

      
    

   
  

            
   

      
    

            
  

        
                 

               
     

        
    

    
  

    
              

 
  

   
  
     

    
   

       
    

   
   

       
 

      
 

Mr. Pendley: That’s correct. There will be no public comment taken at that meeting tomorrow for the 
Committee of the Whole, but it will be available for viewing to the public. 
Ms. Atwell: Okay, thank you. 
Chairman Shafer: What time is that? 
Mr. Pendley: That is at 2:00 on Thursday, February 24th. That will available on the County’s website. 
Chairman Shafer: Thank you, Mr. Pendley. Do we have any Planning Commission activities? 
Mr. Hutchins: Yeah, I would say something that arose from a large amount of public interest around the 
solar farms has driven a lot of discussion, and with that being said, internally, the County is looking at 
internal processes and procedures, specifically when it comes to the Planning and Development 
organization, as well as the Zoning Boards. There is an emphasis being placed on ensuring that all of 
the members of the Planning and Development as well as the Zoning Boards pronounce their oath of 
office, sign that, as well as the County is making an effort to ensure everybody has reviewed the Codes 
of Ethics and make sure they understand that. Sean, correct me if I’m wrong, but I believe as a Zoning 
Board, we will be asked to sign that as well. 
Mr. Pendley: That is correct. I was going to mention that at the end of the meeting, but this is as good a 
time as any to mention this. For upcoming meetings with all of the Zoning Boards, as Mr. Hutchins 
indicated, the Planning Commission just discussed this last night. This will be required for all volunteer 

to all Board members. We expect to bring that forward to all of the Zoning Boards at the next meeting in 
March, so hopefully that will be on the agenda for next month, review, and we’ll go through some of the 
policies and answer any questions at that time. 
Mr. Hutchins: I would say beyond that, one thing we’re going to focus on is establishing bylaws for the 
Planning and Development organization, just to make sure we’re all focused on the goals and objectives 
of what the Planning and Development Commission are set out to do, not only by state statute, but also 
what we want to engage in from a County perspective, and then from there, as Commissions, we’re 
going to look to see, “Okay, what are our priorities for the 2022 and beyond?” and begin prioritizing them 
so we can focus on them moving forward. 
Ms. Atwell: I think everybody should know so when they come and discuss that oath, they will have to 
be notarized. Will you be bringing a notary with you? 
Mr. Pendley: Yes, we do anticipate bringing a notary at that next meeting, and we’ll also try to provide a 
copy of the Code of Ethics to all the Board members prior to the meeting for review, just if there’s any
questions. But yes, it’s a good point. We’ll have to have that notarized as well. 
Ms. Atwell: Yeah, so if we can have a full Board, and then everybody bring your driver’s license. 
Mr. Pendley: We’ll try to provide additional information for that with the agenda and the packet. We’ll try 
to get as much information out on that. 
Ms. Atwell: Thank you, Sean. 

boards. We’ll have the review of the Code of Ethics for all appointees serving on the County Boards will 
be presented the Code of Ethics, which is available on the County’s information. Those Code of Ethics 
will be provided to all the appointees and Board members, and then there will be an Oath of Office and 
a signed acknowledgement of receipt of the Code of Ethics, just as a reminder for the ethics that apply 

V. BUSINESS BEFORE THE BOARD 
Chairman Shafer: 

A. Application No. SW 22-184-PP/FP (GA) – Preliminary and Final Plat – 16088 and 
16100 Gardner Place 
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Robert and Andrea Blakey, applicants, and Dick Dubiel, landowner, request Preliminary 
and Final Plat (Replat) for two residential lots (Gardner Estates at the Lake), on 2.5373 
acres, on property zoned PRU1B, PRU1BB Planned Residential Urban Single-Family 1B 
District, in Section 13, Township 14, Range 22 

Chairman Shafer: We’ll have a presentation by the Planning staff. 
Ms. Kriks: Thank you. This is Case SW 222-184-PP/FP (GA), a request for approval of a Preliminary 

The applicant is requesting a plat exception to the lot depth to lot width ratio for the project. The 
Regulations require lots within the Planned Residential Districts to require a lot depth to lot width ratio 
to not be more than 3:1 but not be less than 1:1. The applicant is proposing a lot depth to lot width ration 
of 3.5:1 for Lot 3, and 3.7:1 for Lot 4. Staff has reviewed this request and made the following 
determination: 

and Final Plat to re-plat two lots, to be known as Gardner Estates at the Lake, Second Replat, Lot 3 and 
Lot 4. The zoning of the two parcels is Planned Residential Urban, Single-Family 1B District, or PRU-
1B, and the total acreage of this project is approximately 2.5 acres. Two lots, Lot 3, if approved and filed 
with the 0.92 acres and Lot 4 being 1.61 acres. 
This replat would essentially reconfigure two existing lots by relocating a common property line between 
Lot 3 and Lot 4 to the north approximately 38 feet. The applicant is requesting to move the lot line to 
allow Lot 4, which right here on the south to have direct access from the existing driveway here into their 
rear yard without having to either drive around to the front of the house, or having to cross on the property 
they don’t own. Since both lots are currently platted, a replat is required, which is the request before you 
tonight. No new construction is proposed as a result of this plat. Both homes are existing. Both driveways 
are existing, and there will be no changes to the physical properties or the lots. The owners are just 
looking to move this one line approximately 38 feet. 
This lot was originally platted and approved by the Board of County Commissioners and recorded in July 
of 1967. In 2016, and application for a rezoning from Rural District to the PRU-1B Preliminary Plat and 
a Final Plat was approved by the Board of County Commissioners. In 2021, you may recall that an 
application for a Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for two residential lots, which was Gardner Estates at 
the Lake, Lot 2 Re-Plat. This request involved approximately 2.7 acres and two lots, Lot 2A and Lot 2B. 
Also approved with this request was a plat exception to the lot depth and lot width ratio, and a waiver to 
the infrastructure requirements. Lot 2A of that previous request is included in this application this 
evening. 
Here is an aerial of the lot. You’ll see from the inset a map of the area which includes Gardner Lake, the 
red star here identifies the location of our project this evening, and here is a close-up of our two lots. 
This would be Lot 3. This would be end of Lot 4. Here is the surrounding zoning. You can see here – it’s 
kind of hard to see with the light yellow - in this area is the PRU-1B, which is consistent with the zoning 
of the residential parcels around Gardner Lake, and then directly to the west is RUR, Rural District. 
Here is a copy of the Preliminary Plat. You can see here is the original dotted line, which is the current 
lot line, and then here is where the new lot line would be drawn. Johnson County’s Rural Comprehensive 
Plan shows this property within Gardner’s Urban Fringe Policy Area. The subject property meets the 
boundary criteria, which recognizes the proximity to existing city boundaries. The availability of water 
service, and the potential to economically expand or connect with planned and existing improved roads 
and sanitary sewers and the reasonable expectation that the adjacent city would expand their 
boundaries into the area per their existing Comprehensive Plan. Included here are a couple of clips from 
the City of Gardner’s Comprehensive Plan. Their plan depicts this area as appropriate for low density 
residential and is considered a New Growth Residential Area, which is intended to ensure new 
development is compatible with existing neighborhoods. 

• The layouts for Lot 3 and Lot 4 are an existing condition, and relocating the lot line does not 
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affect the lot-depth to lot-width ratio; and 
• The Board of County Commissioners approved a similar request for Lot 2A in September 

2021 and no change is proposed to the existing lot depths. 
Really, there would be no change to the existing depths, and the lots would be similar in ratio to Lot 2B 
to the south, which is 3.6:1, and would be consistent with other surrounding properties in the 
neighborhood, as I’ve highlighted some other properties that exceed that ration. 

worked. If this would have been addressed a year-and-a-half ago with the Planning Commission through 
the staff, we wouldn’t be here tonight, so maybe you guys can take that back, drive it home with Jay. 
For everybody here, I’m going to be a new appointment back to the Planning Commission starting next 
month, so I can bring this up again, but I think for the ease if you look up the Miami County stuff, you 
can pull the application stuff online. It’s extremely simple, so maybe we can try to work towards that with 
you guys’ help. 

The applicant is also requesting a waiver to the required minimum infrastructure for this project. The 
Regulations require external roads serving a Planned Urban District Subdivision to be a minimum of one 
road constructed to at least a Type B Collector standard, but with at least a four-foot-wide gravel shoulder 
to provide continuous access from the subdivision or development tract to the nearest highway or 
nearest Comprehensive Arterial Network Plan (CARNP) designated Parkway or designated Arterial 
Street that has been constructed to at least a Type B. 
The existing construction of Gardner Place does not comply with the Type B Collector Standards, since 
it lacks the shoulders to comply with the minimum infrastructure requirements. However, Gardner Place 
is paved. It is 24 feet wide, and it does provide continuous access from the lots to Gardner South Road, 
which is a CARNP designated arterial street. 
The applicant has requested a waiver for the following reasons: Gardner Place is two lanes with 25 mph 
speed limit, and is in good condition. Also, Gardner Place runs adjacent to the lake, and it would not be 
practical to construct a four-foot-wide gravel shoulder along the frontage of this property. The existing 
conditions and grade would not allow such improvements without considerable disruption to the 
neighborhood. For these reasons, staff believes that waiving this requirement would not endanger the 
occupants of the proposed subdivision or motorists, and the lack of compliance would not pose a threat 
to the health, safety or general welfare of nearby properties or the community at large. Staff also 
consulted with Johnson County Public Works and Johnson County Public Works was supportive of their 
request. 
Staff is recommending approval of the Preliminary and Final Plat, the plat exception and the waiver from 
Minimum Infrastructure Requirements as noted on this slide. I put up a recommended motion when you 
are ready. With that, I’m available for questions. 
Chairman Shafer: Okay, thank you so much. Do any Board members have questions for Planning staff? 
Ms. Atwell: I have a few, and this is going to go back before either one of your times coming to 
employment here. But I would say a year-and-a-half ago, maybe two years ago, sitting on the Planning 
Commission, one of my goals was to initiate some regulations for some minimal lot line adjustments. To 
my knowledge, that has not even been addressed with the Planning Commission in all of 2021 and half 
of 2020. To me, this is a prime example. Miami County has minimal lot line adjustments that are done 
administratively. You guys wouldn’t even have to bring this to us. This could be handled administratively 
without all this paperwork and the Board. I don’t know, do you have an approximate estimate on was 
this a tenth of an acre? A quarter of an acre? What’s the size of this, Michelle? I see the 38, but I can’t 
distinguish the length of it. That’s okay. You don’t have to answer it now. I’m throwing this out here, 
because this is one of my main objectives is to get this minimal lot line adjustment so it can be handled 
administratively so we don’t have to get involved. This is the prime example where this would have 
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Mr. Pendley: Thank you for your comments. I do recall that discussion with Jay Leipzig, Director, 
mentioning that to me when I interviewed for this position. He talked about that, asking what’s my 
experience with minor plats. I previously was a City Planner in Olathe, and there is a minor plat 
application process in the cities. I recall the discussion in these kinds of situations where there are lot 
line adjustments. Some can be approved administratively. Some have to be approved by the governing 
body. In this case it would be the Zoning Board and the Board of County Commissioners. It does depend, 
I think, on how many times the property has been platted or not platted, or subdivided, which I think is 
an example in this case. It had already been platted, so when there’s been more than one subdivision 
of the subject property, it does require a different form of review. Some of these are governed by state 
statutes. We can certainly look into that. I don’t recall the follow-up that I had with Jay on this specific 
example of a minor lot adjustment. We could certainly research that, and then it is absolutely a good 
thing that we should review. Whether that would be warranted under our Zoning Regulations, should 
that be a future amendment? We can absolutely look into that. At this time the way the Regulations are 
written, because of the fact that it has been subdivided previously, that plat has to be 18:26 by the Board. 
But absolutely, noted. We can check on that and get back with you. 
Ms. Atwell: I know you came from the city, but we need to look at what other counties are doing, so that, 
And Miami County, bordering us, or do we feel like that’s a good of example of how we can streamline 
stuff? It streamlines for the Planning Department. It streamlines for us. Their stuff is all online. Feel free 
to get on there, pull it up, and let’s see what we can get done. 
Mr. Pendley: True. County regulations are different than city regulations. The two are governed by 
different state statutes of law, so absolutely we’ll check into those. 
Ms. Atwell: It’s a starting, so we’ll work on it through the Planning Commission too. 
Mr. Pendley: Sure. 
Ms. Atwell: Thank you. 
Mr. Hutchins: Teri, it would be good…you know how we, the Planning Commission, are forming our top 
three that we want to present to the Commission. 
Ms. Atwell: That’s one of mine. I have it on my list. 
Mr. Hutchins: Perfect. That would be a great opportunity for you to present that to the Commission. 
Ms. Atwell: Absolutely. Okay, I’ve got it down. 
Chairman Shafer: Thank you. Any other questions? None noted. Okay, the applicant is able to make a 
presentation if you would like, or you can just agree with what Planning staff has said. 
Harold Phelps, Phelps Engineering, 1270 North Winchester, appeared before the Zoning Board and 
made the following comments: 

I’ll keep it real short. I appreciate the opportunity to be here this evening and appreciate the comments 
on streamlining things, because -
Ms. Atwell: You understand as an engineering firm. 
Mr. Phelps: And I will say, some cities allow us to do lot splits. Some cities don’t, so it kind of varies. 
You’ve got to know all the rules everywhere and get them all figured out, but we’d certainly 
appreciate…and I think the key is that we still file a survey. 
Ms. Atwell: Absolutely. 
Mr. Phelps: We still file a survey with the County so there’s a record of that division, but it doesn't go 
through a formal process – 
Ms. Atwell: Correct. 
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Mr. Phelps: I think that all makes sense, and be happy to work with staff if needed or requested. 
Ms. Atwell: Thank you. 
Mr. Phelps: With that, I am representing the property owners this evening, Bob and Andrea, that own 
Block 4, which is the south, which will give them the access to their backyard with this driveway. Michelle 
did an excellent job with her presentation explaining the project. We are asking for the two waivers, both 
the lot-to-depth ratio and the street, which had been granted numerous times in the Gardner Lake area. 
With that, we’d be happy to answer any questions. 
Chairman Shafer: Any Board members have any questions for Mr. Phelps? 
[multiple speakers]: None. 
Chairman Shafer: Okay, none noted. 
Mr. Phelps: Thank you. 
Chairman Shafer: Thank you for being here. Okay, we don’t have any public hearing, so we’re good 
there. Does any Board member have any discussion on this? I don’t have any questions on this. 
Ms. Atwell: None. 
[multiple speakers]: None. 
Motion by Ms. Atwell, seconded by Mr. Hutchins, to approve Application No. SW 22-184-PP/FP (GA), 
Gardner Estates at the Lake, Second Replat, Preliminary and Final Plat for the two residential lots to be 
known as Gardner Estates at the Lake, Second Replat, and approve the requested plat exception and 
minimum infrastructure waiver for the reasons set forth in the staff report and stipulations recommended 
by staff. 

The motion carried unanimously. 

Chairman Shafer: Do we have a date on that? 
Ms. Kriks: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. This case will be heard at the March 24, 2022, Board of County 
Commissioners regular meeting. That meeting will be held at the County Administration Building on the 
Third Floor Board Hearing Room at 111 South Cherry Street, Olathe. The meeting will begin at 9:30 
a.m. 
Chairman Shafer: Okay. Thank you for being here this evening.  Sorry about the phone going off. I’m on 
call this month, and of course, it goes off when I’m at my Zoning Board meeting. 
VI. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR 
Chairman Shafer: Okay, do we have any other business? 
Mr. Pendley: As you noted, the upcoming meeting we do anticipate there is an application, so the next 
meeting will be March 23rd .  We do anticipate there is one case [inaudible, background noise] so we’ll have 
that, and then as we discussed earlier, the Code of Ethics and that policy we will go over at that next meeting. 
That’s all for staff. 
Ms. Atwell: Are we going to still start at 6:30, or can we…? I don’t know what everybody’s schedule looks 
like. Do we have to do everything as a public hearing, or can we do that oath not part of a public hearing, 
so that we could maybe start it earlier so we don’t run so late? 
Mr. Pendley: That’s certainly an option if that is the Board…if enough Board members having the meeting 
starting earlier, maybe at 6:00, with the review. I’ll check that and see if that works for us. You had 
mentioned, that’s a good point, to check on a notary. I don’t think we have to have Legal staff as long as we 
have it notarized. 
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Ms. Atwell: I think, though, wasn’t she coming? 
Mr. Pendley: That could be. What I don’t know is how we’re going to handle the Zoning Board meeting, but 
that’s a good question. Let me check on that, but if the Board, if that works for everyone’s schedules, we 
are willing to start earlier. I think that’s a good idea. We don’t necessarily have to have that in a public 
session, but with the Board gathered with a quorum, I think we would have to have everything on record, 
but we a check on that. We’ll check with the County Legal staff. There was one other thing. Are there any 
other questions on that specific item? 

suggested, too, is that we have complicated projects where there’s a project like a quarry expansion like 
they had, they definitely want a hard copy of the plan, so upon request we’ll continue to do that. We’ll just 
try to make it as minimal paper as possible. We’re not going to trying to jam out giant packets. We’ll try to 
make it manageable, but if there’s a specific request we’ll work with any individual [inaudible]. That’s helpful 
for us, and we’ll continue to ask for any – 

Ms. Atwell: Would everybody be on board with starting a little earlier with that stuff if we can get to it, instead 
of running late? 
[[inaudible, multiple speakers] 
Ms. Atwell: You’re a notary? Good job, Michelle. And you know all of us, so you don’t have to have I.D. 
because you personally know us. 
Mr. Pendley: [inaudible] so we’ll have that covered, but we’ll double check with the rest of our staff and 
Legal. The only other thing I was going to mention for future meetings, we asked this question of the 
Northwest Zoning Board. On Monday night we had a meeting. Going forward, the Department Director, Jay 
Leipzig, has asked if we could start to consider other formats for distributing information to all of our boards. 
As you know, we’re sending out the physical mailouts. You get the hard copy with all the reports and any 
information for these meetings. We are also sending everything out digitally. We’re making that open and 
available to everyone. That’s to help the Board members and the public and staff, to be honest. We have 
several staff doing the information [inaudible]. We’re going to be continuing to do that kind of double 
[inaudible]. But moving forward we are looking to do all digital, so paperless. But we know that the Board, 
sometimes it’s helpful to get this information. Any concerns or comments or thoughts on that, if we go away 
from a mailout of the reports and plans and just go all digital and receive it all as an email? Any thoughts on 
that, or preferences? 
Ms. Atwell: I’m the most outspoken here. I’m 57 years old, and I have to have readers, and this is what I 
would have to do it on. I can’t have it just on digital. I would then be having to print it at home, or go 
somewhere and plug in my phone and print it. I prefer, I have to have paper. I’m sorry. 
Mr. Pendley: That’s fine. That’s why we’re asking. It’s kind of a poll. We’re doing an unofficial poll. That’s 
fine, and I’ll tell you this, just so you know, we had kind of mixed responses from the Northwest Board. We 
have generally great from  but what was decided I think – Michelle you were there – they suggested – and 
Jay had offered this, too – we’re going continue to do both for now, but upon request of any individual 
member we will send out the physical mailout to anybody who wants the mailout and then do digital for 
anybody else. We’ll try to keep that balanced, but certainly any other thoughts or comments? 
Chairman Shafer: Yeah, it’s easier for me to have a hard copy in front of me. That way I can take notes on 
it. It doesn’t bother me electronically with my bifocals, but… 
Mr. Pendley: Yeah, I’m kind of old school, too. I really do like my paper copy. I do great with my laptop. That 
would be great, but I would love to just have a physical. [inaudible] any technology, but the other thing, we’re 
going to try to do – and we’ve started to do this, you may have noticed, even for the larger projects like New 
Century, and that will be coming back for this Board, too, [inaudible] – for large projects like that, we don’t 
necessarily give the Board the full 24 x 36, but we’ll at least give 11 x 17’s and what the Northwest Board 

Ms. Atwell: We’re a board of almost senior citizens. 
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Mr. Pendley: I know that with technology needs we want to try to accommodate everybody. One other 
suggestion we talked about was future meeting formats. We had talked about with some of the other boards, 
doing a combination of in-person and virtual attendance. I don’t think that’s, hopefully, going to be as much 
of a concern going forward. Hopefully, it will get better back to doing in-person but if in the event we do, we 
do need to keep that option open for combined, and then if we have to go back to virtual or a hybrid those 
meetings would have to be at the County Administration Building just ongoing. There’s no big question of 
that right now, but that may be going forward, too, as another option. Also, if we were to stream or televise 

have that reliable connection that is secured that we have at the Administration Building. But anybody 
connecting, if we were doing a hybrid can be at any location, of course. 

meetings, if that has to happen, that has to be, of course, in the Administration Building. No final decision 
on that, but that’s something that’s being considered for all boards. We just wanted to mention that. 
Mr. Hutchins: We had talked about having the ability to have a hybrid. Zoom would be awesome. There’s 
oftentimes I’ve got to travel, and when we were in Charter Commission, I would say 80 percent of the 
meetings that I did, I did virtual. That afforded me an opportunity, even if I was driving down the road in a 
semi, I could join and participate. That was very nice. So, if we could have a hybrid option that would be 
fantastic. I may be different from others, only because of my business, but I like everything on my handset 
where I can pull it up, I can look at it. I don’t have to worry about going home, getting my hard copies and 
coming back. So I assume you’re going to do hard copies as well as digital? 
Mr. Pendley: We’ll continue doing both for now. 
Mr. Hutchins: That would be great for me, because it’s all right here for me. 
Mr. Pendley: Right, I think that’s what staff definitely wants to make sure everybody’s getting these digitally, 
but you have another option, but yes. So, if we do a Zoom hybrid, we do need to coordinate our technology 
staff that even those, if we were to do a simple combination in-person and Zoom, it would have to be, those 
meetings would have to be in person at the Administration Building, because we don’t have any public 
locations out here, so that’s another thing to consider. So if we do that for the Board, those meetings would 
have to be held at the Administration Building. 
Ms. Barton: I would not like to have to drive all the way to Olathe, because one or two people might want to 
have a Zoom meeting. I would much rather try to keep all of the meetings here. 
Mr. Pendley: I appreciate all of the comments. We understand the general feelings are definitely mixed for 
everyone. We will certainly be updating everyone with the we’re going to be presenting the same information 
to the Southeast Board next week. They’re already having to switch to meeting now at the Administration 
Building. That’s partly because their previous meeting place, the Fire Station Building on Metcalf is no longer 
available, so they are now meeting at the Administration Building exclusively. But they mentioned similar 
sentiments that in area it’s still a long way in. It’s a pretty good drive coming to Olathe, so that’s both the 
Board members and then the public, they also had mentioned that before that it is not as convenient or as 
easy to have [inaudible]. But if there was an option for Zoom attendance, maybe that could work. 
Ms. Atwell: Yeah, because you – 
Mr. Hutchins: So, essentially, you could just have one camera centered, right? On the Board? 
Mr. Pendley: Yes. You’d have one camera on one option and actually for anyone connecting on Zoom, they 
don’t have to have video, and most often, most wouldn’t, unless they’re a panelist. There’s various options 
for connection, but the decision I think was if we are going to do any of the Zoom hybrids, the in-person 
location would have to be at the Administration Building. I think from a technology standpoint we had to 

Ms. Atwell: Even if we went all the way back to…and just we all do Zoom the whole time. I’m totally onboard 
with that, just because it’s so convenient. Like Randy, if I had an emergency and had to go out of town and 
help one of my kids, I’d still have the ability to participate and then I don’t feel so guilty about not being here. 
I don’t think I necessarily have to be here in person every time. 
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Mr. Cooper: It would improve attendance, is what it would give us. 
Mr. Walker: I guess the only challenge to it is the public. 
Mr. Pendley: I will note, one thing we did discover about when we had considered the option of just going 
back to all virtual meetings, that is actually not an option. 
Mr. Walker: Oh, it’s not? 
Mr. Pendley: The State Attorney General ruled that public meetings, required public meetings, you have to 
have a location for in-person attendance. We can no longer offer any of our Zoning Board or Planning 
Commission or any public meeting exclusively virtual. We have to have in-person. So, we would continue 
to have to have a public meeting space, but four Board members could [inaudible] if we did that. 
Mr. Hutchins: So with that being said, could we have the meeting here, have the camera, have the public, 
have a podium to where they could still be viewed if they decide to step up to the podium to present. Would 
that still be an option…? I mean, you could still host the meeting from Cherry Street, right? We’ll put a little 
screen up with your face on it. 
Mr. Pendley: That’s a good question. We’ll check with our technology staff. We’ll check on that and see if 
that would be a viable option. 
Mr. Hutchins: Because quite frankly, you still have the recorder. You can still do the recorded, so there’s 
always a fail-safe, right? There’s always a fall-back. The Zoom would be incremental to what we already 
essentially do with the tape recorder. Correct me if I’m wrong. 
Mr. Pendley: Yes. Staff would have to be wherever the cameras are, wherever we’re setting up, staff would 
have to be there. We can check on that. We’ll look back and see what options we would have for those 
future public meetings. 
Mr. DeGrande: What would be the difference if Randy called in on his cell phone and you put him on speaker 
phone, as to having him hooked in via Zoom? The Zoom just gives you the picture and the face. Half the 
time people turn that off anyway. 
Mr. Pendley: Yeah, absolutely they can connect in. the key is hosting. Who hosts the Zoom webinar, and 
where is it? The host, that’s what we’re trying to figure out is can that host be off-site from the County? Our 
initial discussion was that if we’re hosting a webinar it has to be hosted at the County Administration Building, 
but we could see if there’s an option to host it at a remote location and people can [inaudible]. 
Ms. Atwell: Or it doesn’t even have to be Zoom. 
Mr. DeGrande: That’s what I was saying. 
Ms. Atwell: Say Randy calls in on my cell phone. We put him on speaker. He says, “I’m present.” We don’t 
have to do Zoom, because he’s still – 
Mr. Hutchins: Well, the questions becomes does state statute allow for phone participation, right? 
Mr. Pendley: Yeah, or our own County policies. I don’t know if we’ve discussed that specifically. 
Mr. Hutchins: Because that was actually discussed last night if phone conversations were allowed, right? 
Mr. Pendley: Yeah. That’s a good question that I do not know legally what we could do and what would be 
best for our own policies. That’s a good question. 

Well, I think it’s good we’re talking about it. We’ll figure it out. 
Ms. Atwell: Yeah, options. 
Ms. Barton: I would think the one thing with the picture on Zoom, would it give a second verification that it 
was Teri Atwell, instead of just some random person calling in and saying they were Teri. 
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Ms. Atwell: Sometimes, though, there’s no picture of the person. 
Ms. Barton: Right. 
Unidentified Speaker: There’s only one Teri, thought. 
Ms. Atwell: Thanks for that. 
Ms. Barton: Good point. 
Ms. Atwell: No, I mean, and obviously we know what everybody sounds like. Unless it’s a hot item, nobody’s 
going to…Yeah, Randy’s gone. Randy’s going to have somebody call in and pretend to be Randy. I’ve be 
going, “Yeah, dude. It’s not you.” We have options. 
Mr. Walker: Yeah, I mean, you’re working through it, but I’ve hosted one from my iPad before. It’s really not 
that challenging. You just have to get used to doing it. 
Mr. Pendley: Yeah, I think it was more a matter of policy. We aren’t allowed to be hosted offsite. Technology 
staff is…We have licenses for that, and the license there was sort of governing, we’re bound by their polices. 
But absolutely, it’s a great discussion. We’ll figure out what’s the best way going forward and what options 
do we have [inaudible]. Very good. Appreciate all of the comments. We’ll check on all of [inaudible]. 
Ms. Atwell: I mean another option, too, is, Becky, say you can’t make it, and you want to participate. You do 
video chat with me, and there you are. You’re present. There’s your picture. So, there’s options. 

IX. OLD BUSINESS [None] 
Motion by Ms. Atwell, seconded by Mr. Cooper, to adjourn the meeting. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

Thereupon, with no further business to come before the Johnson County Southwest Consolidated 
Zoning Board, Chairman Shafer, at 7:39 p.m. declared the meeting to be Adjourned.

Mr. Pendley: Thank you. Appreciate your comments. 
VII. NEW BUSINESS [none] 
VIII. OTHER BUSINESS [none] 
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