Meeting of the
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
May 1, 2018 | 7:00 p.m.
Miami County Administration Building

AGENDA
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

III. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
IV. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Minutes: Approval of the April 3, 2018 Planning Commission Minutes.

V.

REGULAR AGENDA
A. New Business

1. 18001-SUB: Moonlight Meadows III
Consideration of a request to replat Lots 1 and 6 of Moonlight Meadows,
and Lot 2 of Moonlight Meadows II, containing approximately 68.82
acres. The replat is being done to correct the north boundary of the
previously platted lots to match the fence line. The subject property is
located approximately 652 feet south of 231st St. on the east side of
Moonlight Rd., in the Northwest Quarter of Section 31, Township 15S,
Range 23E, Marysville Twp. Submitted by Beauchamp, Brooks, and
Michie, property owners of record.
2. Public Hearing: 18001-Z: Rezone from Countryside (CS) to Rural
Residential (R-1)
Consideration of a request to rezone approximately 100 acres from
Countryside (CS) to Rural Residential (R-1) in accordance with Section 22
of the Miami County, Kansas Zoning Regulations. The subject property
includes two approximate 20-acre tracts, and one approximate 60-acre lot
identified as Lot 1, Greenfield Place subdivision, located at the Southeast
corner of 215th Street and Waverly Rd., in the Northwest Quarter of
Section 23, Township 15S, Range 22E, Richland Twp. Submitted by Jerot
& Tonya Pearson, and Teltec Corporation, property owners of record.
3. Public Hearing: 18003-CUP: SILK Empowered Academy
Consideration of a request for a conditional use permit for an Elementary
School / Daycare including after school and summer programs per
Sections 5-2.02.12, 5-2.02.23, and 14-2.01.5 of the Miami County, Kanas
Zoning Regulations. The subject property includes two tracts of land
For more information contact the Miami County Planning Dept.
(913) 294-9553 | 201 S. Pearl, Suite 201 | Paola, KS 66071
www.miamicountyks.org

totaling approximately 10 acres, located on the South side of 263rd Street,
along the West side of US 69 Highway, in the Northwest Quarter of
Section 19, Township 16S, Range 25E, Wea Twp. Submitted by Candace
Davis, property owner of record.
4. Remanded Public Hearing 18001-CUP: Concrete Strategies
Reconsideration of a request for a conditional use permit for a contractor’s
shop and/or yard, in accordance with Sections 5-2.02.7 & 14-2.01.1 of the
Miami County, Kansas Zoning Regulations. The subject property of
approximately 14 acres is located on the West side of Cedar Niles Rd,
approximately ¼ mile south of 231st St., in the Northeast Quarter of
Section 31, Township 15 South, Range 23 East, Marysville Twp and
addressed as 23224 Cedar Niles Rd. Submitted by Concrete Strategies on
behalf of Vitale Properties, LLC.
VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY STAFF/COMMISSIONERS
A. Training

VII. GENERAL DISCUSSION
A. Land division and soil types

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

Hearing Procedure
1. Chairman announces agenda item.
2. Members describe what, if any, communication they have had with applicant or interested
party regarding the case; indicating the nature of the communication and whom it was with.
3. Members describe what, if any, conflicts of interest they may have and recuse themselves
from the hearing room for the duration of the hearing.
4. Staff presents the application with staff’s recommendations on the request.
5. Chairman opens the public hearing.
6. Applicant or agent of the applicant makes brief presentation of the case or request.
7. Members ask for any needed clarification of the applicant or agent.
8. Chairman solicits comments from the audience.
9. Members ask for any further clarification from the public, applicant or staff.
10. Chairman closes the public hearing.
11. Members deliberate on the request and take action if able to do so. Members should present
findings to substantiate the action taken.
12. Staff announces when the request will be heard by the BOCC.
13. 14-day Protest Period begins after the Public Hearing is closed.*
* Protest Petitions: Any protest petition must be filed in the Office of the County Clerk within
14 days from the conclusion of the public hearing held by the Planning Commission.
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MINUTES OF THE
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
April 3, 2018
MIAMI COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
COMMISSION CHAMBERS
201 SOUTH PEARL STREET
PAOLA, KANSAS 66071
ATTENDANCE
CHAIR:

John Menefee

VICE-CHAIR:

Phil Elliott

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEMBERS:

Kimberly DeYoung, Bret Manchester, Mark Oehlert,
Mark Ross and Tina Walker

ABSENT MEMBERS:

Steve Jensen, Larry Smith

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS:

None present

PLANNING DIRECTOR:

Teresa Reeves

COUNTY COUNSELOR:

David Heger

PLANNER:

Not Present

PC SECRETARY:

Angie Baumann

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Not Present

COUNTY COMMISSION:

None Present

PRESS:

Not Present
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MINUTES
April 3, 2018
MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
CALL TO ORDER
Chair John Menefee called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL
Seven (7) members were present, which constituted a quorum. Jensen and Smith were absent.
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
DeYoung moved to adopt the agenda. Ross seconded. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0.
CONSENT AGENDA
Minutes: Approval of the March 6, 2018 Planning Commission Minutes.
Elliott moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented. DeYoung seconded. The motion
passed unanimously, 7-0.
REGULAR AGENDA
Old Business:
Continued Public Hearing – 18002-TA: Zoning and Subdivision Regulations
Menefee stated that the Public Hearing was continued from last month. Reeves noted that this is
also carried over from February. She stated that the Planning Commission had requested that the
potential text amendments to Articles 2, 4, 4A, 5 and 6 of the Zoning Regulations and Article 1
of the Subdivision Regulations of Miami County, Kansas be revised to clarify the definition of a
government lot, aliquot or fractional section of land, and its intended density for development,
and net area for each lot. Reeves also noted that the Planning Commission had asked that the
language in the Subdivision Regulations be shortened. She then provided an overview of
revisions made to the potential text amendments.
Zoning Regulations
ARTICLE 2 - DEFINITIONS
Reeves stated that the definition of “aliquot part” has been revised.

Page 2 of 10

Article 4A – RURAL RESIDENTIAL
Section 4A-5.06 Lot Area: Reeves noted that she believes this contains an error, which has
existed for many years, and which she wants to get corrected. She explained that as it is
currently written, the minimum is one (1) acre; however, the minimum lot size for septic systems
is two (2) acres. Reeves stated that the only time it would be one (1) acre is in the Planned
Development District.
ARTICLE 6 – AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT
Section 6-5.02: Reeves stated that aliquot equivalent for standard subdivisions in the
Agricultural District had been previously discussed.
Subdivision Regulations
Section 1-5. Exemptions
1-5.01: Reeves stated that she cleaned up this section. She explained that the exemption allows
someone to convey property, by deed, without having to go through a lot split or subdivision
process. Reeves noted that it is understood that a quarter (¼) - quarter (¼) could be, give or take,
40 acres, and that someone will not be penalized because they have a little less than that.
Reeves stated that she hopes she has adequately addressed all of the Planning Commission’s
concerns, and noted that this is a continued public hearing.
Menefee opened the public hearing. There being no comments, Menefee closed the public
hearing.
Menefee asked the Planning Commission members if they had questions for Reeves.
Elliott, referring to Section 1-5, Number 7, asked what the underlying intent of the exemption is,
stating that the reason for his question is that he wonders if the phrase “or more” still needs to be
included or if it should state “40 acres or aliquot”. Elliott noted that he is bothered by the
striking of “40 acres” and just saying “aliquot parts of a section” because that could be less than
40 acres. Reeves stated that it could be.
Elliott questioned why the definition stops at 40 acres. Reeves answered that this exemption
allows people, such as farmers, to convey land without having to go through a land division
process and that we allow that to go as low as a quarter (1/4) - quarter (1/4) or half (1/2) of a half
(1/2) of a half (1/2). She explained that they can be 40 acres, give or take. Reeves added that her
reason for removing the language regarding divisions of 40 acres or more is that she wants to
ensure that people understand that 40 acres isn’t necessarily a quarter (1/4) - quarter (1/4) or vice
versa. She explained that this exemption calls it out as fractional parts. Elliott stated that his
concern is that by getting rid of the 40-acre piece, the average person is not going to understand
when this rule applies. Reeves directed Elliott to the end of the paragraph on Page 3 of her
Memorandum to the Planning Commission, which describes when the exemption applies. Elliott
reviewed it and stated that this will work.
Elliott read aloud: “the division of land into equal fractional parts, down to as small as 40 acres
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more or less” and asked how this applies to an application last year, in which a 20-acre piece was
discussed. Reeves answered that in that instance, they were looking at the whole, which was,
give or take, the south half of that section. DeYoung added that the applicant was then dividing
it from there and was doing a lot split.
Elliott asked about divisions in increments less than 40 acres. Reeves answered that anything
less than a quarter (1/4) - quarter (1/4) or what would be equal to, would require either a lot split
or subdivision. Reeves explained that we look at the gross acreage, which includes the right-ofway. She added that once you take the right-of-way out, it is almost always going to be less than
the requirement, but we don’t penalize the applicant for that.
Elliott commented that he is trying to understand why it is written specifically as small as 40,
when we might be dealing with divisions that are smaller than that. Reeves answered that we
included the language “more or less”. Elliott stated that 20 acres is a lot less. Reeves answered
that quarter (1/4) - quarter (1/4) or 40 acres +/- is as low as you can go to divide the property by
deed without having to survey it. Elliott expressed that this makes more sense, and stated that
the difference is when you allow it to be done by deed versus a survey. Reeves confirmed.
Elliott noted that he is fine now, and thanked Reeves.
There being no additional discussion on the proposed amendments, Menefee asked for a motion
to send 18002-TA to the County Commissioners. DeYoung made a motion to send 18002-TA to
the County Commissioners as presented by Staff. Tina seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously, 7-0.
Proposed Text Amendments to Zoning Regulations
Article 2 Definitions
Aliquot Part - The standard subdivisions of a section, such as a half section, quarter section, or
quarter-quarter section. A division of land into equal fractional parts, down to as small as 40
acres more or less, which does not leave an odd remainder.
4A Rural Residential
4A-5.06 Lot Area: Every dwelling or residence established shall be located on a lot that shall
have frontage on a dedicated public street that meets Miami County access requirements. Lot
area and required conservation subdivision standards are as follows:
With an overall density of one (1) dwelling per five (5) acres of gross land area, including any
rights-of-way, an individual lot shall be a minimum of one (1) two acres. A minimum of thirty
percent (30%) of the land area of the subdivision, excluding any proposed or required on-site or
off-site rights-of-way, shall be set aside for permanent open space. Most or all of the open space
should be sensitive land, which shall always take priority over non-sensitive land for meeting the
open space requirement. Permanent open space may be in the form of, but not limited to,
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wetlands, floodways, slopes exceeding twenty-five percent (25%), agricultural fields, parks,
trails, recreational fields, or undisturbed natural areas. All sensitive lands of an area proposed for
a conservation subdivision shall be identified and prioritized as to their level of sensitivity first,
and then the subdivision shall be designed around those sensitive lands. The permanent open
space shall either be held in common by all property owners within the subdivision, be dedicated
to the County or other public entity for recreational use in the form of public parks and/or public
trail corridors or be granted to a public land trust as a conservation/open space easement. Solid,
view-obscuring fences or walls shall not enclose the permanent open space.
Article 6 Agricultural District
6-5.02 In the Agricultural District, the minimum lot area, dimensions of lots and yards shall be as
follows:
1. Lot Area: Every dwelling or residence established shall be located on a lot that shall have
frontage on a street that meets Miami County access requirements. Lot area shall be according to
the following types of subdivisions:
A. Standard Subdivisions: With an overall density of one (1) dwelling per twenty (20) acres of
gross land area, including any rights-of-way, an individual lot shall maintain a minimum gross
lot area of 20 acres, or aliquot equivalent.
Proposed Text Amendments to Subdivision Regulations
Section 1-5. Exemptions
1-5.01 The following specific transactions shall be exempt from compliance with either the
overall provisions of these Subdivision Regulations, or the stated provisions of these Subdivision
Regulations, if so stated:
7. The division or further division of land into aliquot parts of a section tracts of forty (40)
acres or more when such divisions do not involve or result in the creation of new streets,
easements of access or other dedications, and when such legal descriptions can be described as
fractional section divisions of land, and when such divisions have direct access to a publicly
dedicated right-of-way. Typical examples of what are acceptable descriptions of aliquot section
divisions of land as they apply to this exemption include, “the N1/2 of Section…,” “the NE¼ of
Section…,” “the W1/2 of the NE¼ of Section…,” “the NE¼ of the NE¼ of Section…,” and
other such aliquot fractional section combinations. Exceptions stated in the descriptions of
divisions of land in aliquot fractional sections shall only apply to rights-of-way to qualify for this
exemption. It is understood that aliquot fractional section divisions of land described as quarter
(¼) quarter (¼) sections may be more or less than forty (40) acres (long or short sections
established by the government due to the curvature of the earth) and still qualify for this
exemption.
Menefee asked Reeves if there was any other old business or new business. Reeves answered
that there was not.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS BY STAFF / COMMISSIONERS
18001-CUP: Vitale Properties, LLC:
Reeves announced that the application will be coming back to the Planning Commission in May.
Reeves explained that the applicant had made substantial changes to the application; and, by the
time the application went before the County Commission it had changed so significantly that the
County Commission felt that it should come back to the Planning Commission. Menefee asked
Reeves when the application went to the County Commission. Reeves answered that it was last
week. Reeves noted that it will specifically be a public hearing so that people can comment on
the changes, and noted that the Planning Commission can limit that. DeYoung asked if Reeves
can keep the Agenda short. Reeves responded that in addition to 18001-CUP, there will be
several items on next month’s agenda, including a subdivision, a rezoning request, and a CUP for
a school / daycare. Reeves noted that she had considered placing 18001-CUP as the last item on
next month’s Agenda. Menefee requested that Reeves do so. Reeves mentioned that she will
probably have the Sheriff’s office present for the meeting. Reeves stated that she will try to
outline the changes, and perhaps put a table together to show what was there and what has
changed, in hopes of keeping it short.
Training:
Reeves announced that she has been talking to Jim Kaup, with Kaup Law Office in Topeka. She
noted that years ago, Attorney Kaup was very involved with Miami County and helped us with
our Regulations. Reeves added that Attorney Kaup is very well-versed in land use law and has
worked with the Kansas League of Municipalities as their attorney for land use issues. Reeves
mentioned that she is working on getting funding for the training approved through the County
Commission. Menefee asked about a date for the training, and Reeves answered that she is
aiming for May 9th at 6:00 p.m., 6:30 p.m., or 7:00 p.m., dependent upon the Planning
Commission members’ schedules. Reeves noted that she has extended an invitation to the cities
in the county, and that they were very receptive. Reeves stated that Attorney Kaup would try to
limit the training session to two hours. Oehlert commented that his preference would be to start
earlier, and there was general consensus about this. Reeves stated that she can provide some
light sandwiches for the Planning Commission members. Reeves noted that this will likely be
held in the new training room at the Sheriff’s office.
Elliott stated that he would like Attorney Kaup to highlight a recommended procedure for the
Planning Commission’s discussions with regard to public hearings. Elliott clarified that he
would like to know when the board members should bring up questions and have discussion as it
relates to public hearing opening and closing times. Elliott mentioned that he remembers during
one training session that it was recommended that there be no discussion from the Planning
Commission until after the closing of the public hearing. Reeves noted that she believes this is
on Attorney Kaup’s list of topics.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION
Accessory Structures in Open Space:
Reeves stated that the subdivision in which DeYoung resides has open space within it, which
includes a lake, and that the community had applied for a building permit for a park shelter.
Reeves explained that the building permit was denied because the face of the plat notes that it is
non-buildable open space and because our open space definition says non-buildable open space.
Reeves stated that she has been in contact with DeYoung, who has been reviewing the
Regulations, and who has some thoughts and comments on this.
Reeves expressed that she is not opposed to a park shelter, but believes that the types of open
space that are planned for a development need to be defined up front. She noted that the intent of
open space is to create an open feeling, but that it is also sometimes a recreational space; and
therefore, it makes sense to have something that people can utilize, which would be accessory to
that recreational purpose. DeYoung noted that they were not able to locate the original
regulations for her subdivision, but that it was their intent, as developers, not to have the open
space built upon—in terms of a barn or housing, for example. DeYoung added that they had
intended the shelter to be a community use area for picnics and a place to be sheltered from the
rain. Menefee asked DeYoung if she is speaking of a structure similar to shelter houses that
would typically be found at a lake. DeYoung confirmed.
DeYoung commented that as she reviewed the Regulations, she realized that a permanent park
bench is technically a structure that cannot be put in. Walker asked DeYoung if a playground
would be permissible, and DeYoung responded that it is not as the Regulations consider park
benches and playgrounds to be structures. DeYoung expressed that it was not the intent of the
developers to limit the use of the open space in the community. DeYoung then posed the
following scenarios: a leave-no-trace space for wildlife that is not used versus a space in which
housing is not to be built, but which may be used by the community. She then noted, for
example, that the open space could serve as a playground when the community is young and
later on, when the community is old it could serve as place to play bocce ball.
Elliott asked the following questions: 1) Is this something that should be as simple as leaving it
to a vote of that homeowners association or the houses that border the open space; and 2) Where
do we stop with accessory structures accessory to the use of the open space, and is it our
responsibility to define where it stops? Elliott then provided examples of accessories to
recreational use such as a community horse barn in an equestrian community or a shop for ATVs
in a subdivision of ATV enthusiasts. DeYoung stated that from a self-policing perspective, the
homeowners are asking for this, and noted that when we start talking about what is accessory,
that it raises additional questions.
Elliott stated that, in his opinion, the County Commission has given the Planning Commission
the direction to find creative ways to attract growth to the area. Elliott then asked what harm
there is in creating a kind of an environment for people to buy into a certain subdivision,
especially when it has a homeowners association or a form of established regulations and the
majority of the homeowners support it. Oehlert commented that the next step is that a
subdivision may seek to deed that space back to the county, so the county will maintain it.
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Walker commented that another consideration is the location of the structure. She noted that if
the structure is located on the edge of the homeowners association’s territory, that a neighboring
subdivision, which is not part of the homeowners association, could be affected by the structure,
yet have no input on it.
DeYoung asked why there are open spaces. Menefee commented that he feels that a horse stable
or a pavilion is a much better use of open space than growing musk thistles on it. Reeves
explained that the concept behind open space is to prevent every inch of every acre from being
used to construct houses and buildings, and to preserve an open feeling so that people feel like
they have space. She noted, for example, that in a standard division, an entire 80 acres is
chopped up with lots, each lot having its own house and accessory building. Reeves added that
there is no common area or space, but that is the thing that attracts people—the rural feeling, the
atmosphere and the ability to use that common area in some way. Menefee asked how much of
that common area is currently being used. Reeves answered that it depends on the subdivision,
and added that this is something that DeYoung wanted the Planning Commission to discuss.
Elliott asked where the Planning Commission had previously left accessory structures. DeYoung
answered that an accessory structure is now permissible, even before a house is built. Reeves
confirmed that this text amendment had been made to the Zoning Regulations, and that it plays
into this discussion.
DeYoung thanked Reeves.
Land Division Based on Soil Types:
Reeves stated that Jensen, who is not present at this evening’s meeting, had questions about an
article provided to the Planning Commission regarding land division based on soil types. She
noted that the idea behind this is building houses in areas where the soils are conducive for
wastewater. Reeves commented that housing and agricultural land, however, compete for the
same soil. She also expressed that although she sees some value in this, it would be difficult to
restrict development to certain broad locations in Miami County versus reviewing an individual’s
property prior to subdivision and identifying which areas are better for open space and which are
better for development.
DeYoung expressed that she would struggle to have the government define what the use of the
land is, based on a definition that the government has deemed acceptable. She added, for
example, that the government may deem a certain soil to be good for farming, and therefore
allow nothing else on it. DeYoung stated that doing so, however, does not take into
consideration that it may also be an ideal location to the highways, to areas of regional
significance or to a commuting area, in which case, it may also be ideal for a subdivision or a
business park. She added that trying to preserve land for farming is limiting our vision for
planning and zoning options.
Elliott stated that he believes economics will solve most of this on its own—that we do not have
enough high-quality ground that is not in a floodplain or that is non-buildable anyway that is
really going to make a huge impact on this. He further stated that the general public has a
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tendency to perceive these kinds of rules as being made in favor of someone who currently owns
a certain kind of land—no matter how impartial we try to be.
Reeves expressed that it concerns her as well and offered that it may be more useful in the future
when the cities start growing out more. DeYoung noted that economics may drive this
discussion in the future, but that it is not currently an economic consideration. When there is no
longer enough land for growing food, this will become more important.
Elliott expressed that he is personally not interested in having a discussion. Menefee expressed
that he feels that it opens up a whole can of worms that we don’t want to get into.
Ross stated that due to the intermodal up north, that he feels that the northern part of Miami
County is going to see a lot of residential growth. He noted that if we start limiting some of that
because of soil types, it will be tough to evaluate the soil type of each piece of land and make a
determination based on that, and that there will be a lot of public hearings.
Menefee asked Reeves if she has any updates regarding the Gardner and Edgerton annexations of
more ground and whether it is getting close to Miami County. Reeves answered that it is getting
closer, and that Gardner annexed mostly to the east–2500 acres toward Clare Road. Reeves
reported that Edgerton jumped I-35 on the east side and is headed south. Reeves noted that we
need to figure out what we want the north side of Miami County to look like. She added that, we
do not have much say over what happens on the other side of the Miami County line because
there are no agreements between the City of Edgerton, the City of Gardner or Johnson County on
development.
Elliott stated that the protection of the Hillsdale watershed needs to be a big discussion. Ross
commented that Gardner has an interest in that because some of their water comes from
Hillsdale. Reeves added that in Johnson County, Bull Creek Park protects part of the watershed;
however, if development is jumping I-35 and coming in our direction, we do not have that
protection. She stated that we need to decide fairly quickly whether we want houses in that area
or warehouses. Ross stated that the northern part of that northwest section is going to go crazy;
so, we need to know what Miami County’s stance is.
Reeves added that a rezoning request will be coming to the Planning Commission next month
and it’s right in that area. The applicant wants to rezone from CS to R-1, conservation design.
She added that on the north side of the Miami County line, there is a lot of floodplain, which just
misses this development area. Reeves stated that we have made the applicant aware of the
events taking place in Edgerton, and that she believes the applicant sees the very northern part of
the county as a prime location for upscale residential development. Manchester commented that
a lot of land to the north and northwest is for sale, and it will never go into farming because it is
too expensive. He noted that near New Lancaster, a rough 80 acres is going for $6,000 an acre,
unfenced. DeYoung commented that it is not priced for farming. Manchester added that it is
subdivision land that he believes will never be agricultural.
Reeves, addressing the Planning Commission, noted that she has now heard from two of the
members regarding land division based on soil types, and asked what the general consensus is.
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Walker noted that she does not think this is a good fit. There was no objection to Walker’s
statement.
ADJOURNMENT
DeYoung moved to adjourn the meeting. Ross seconded. The meeting was adjourned by
unanimous vote (7-0) at 7:52 p.m.
Approved this

day of

Angie Baumann, PC Secretary

, 2018.

Chair, John Menefee / Vice-Chair, Phil Elliott

Minutes written by Angie Baumann
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Miami County Planning Department
Final Plat – Summers Fields
DATE:

May 1, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kenneth A. Cook, AICP, CFM – Planner

RE:

18001-SUB: Moonlight Meadows III
Consideration of a request to replat Lots 1 and 6 of Moonlight Meadows, and Lot
2 of Moonlight Meadows II, containing approximately 68.82 acres. The replat is
being done to correct the north boundary of the previously platted lots to match
the fence line. The subject property is located approximately 652 feet south of
231st St., on the east side of Moonlight Rd., in the Northwest Quarter of Section
31, Township 15S, Range 23E, Marysville Twp. Submitted by Beauchamp,
Brooks, and Michie, property owners of record.

Property Owner(s) Lot 1: Theodore E. &Elizabeth C. Beauchamp
Lot 2: Douglas G. & Christina J. Brooks
Lot 3: Terry K. & Diana S. Michie
Surveyor

Allenbrand-Drews & Associates

Current Zoning

Countryside (CS)

Comp Plan

Rural Residential (10-15 ac density)

Acreage

68.82 acres in three lots ranging in size from 11.69-32.34 acres.

Parcel ID#s

Lot 1: 039-31-0-00-00-007.02-0
Lot 2: 039-31-0-00-00-007.01-0
Lot 3: 039-31-0-00-00-007.00-0

Background
July 1994:

Planning Board approved the Preliminary and Final Plat for Moonlight
Meadows Subdivision.

November 1995:

Current property owner to the North (Medlin) acquires their property with
a deed stating “except that part platted as Moonlight Meadows”.
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August 1996:

Quit Claim Deed is filed for the property to the North to the current
property owner (Medlin) from the previous owner with an amended legal
description that removes the wording for Moonlight Meadows and
includes that the intent of this deed was “to correct the misdescription” of
the previous deed.

December 1996:

An application was submitted for the replat of Lot 5 Moonlight Meadows.

January 1997:

County Planning staff was contacted by Mr. Medlin who expressed his
concerns that the North Boundary of Moonlight Meadows was incorrect
and included ground that was not owned by the property owner who
initiated the plat.

February 1997:

The Planning Board approved the replat of Lot 5 Moonlight Meadows.
The Planning Director also acknowledged that the North boundary lines
for Lots 1, 5, & 6 of Moonlight Meadows were incorrect and that
corrections needed to be mode before recording.
The attorney representing the owners of Lot 5 (Brooks) concurred with
staff and noted that this was a private legal matter which was being
addressed.
Memo from Planning Director to Board of County Commissioners notes
the North boundary of Moonlight Meadows is incorrect and the affected
parties need to resolve this.

March 1997:

Final Plat for Moonlight Meadows II is recorded showing the same North
boundary line as the original plat of Moonlight Meadows.

Following recording of the Final Plat for Moonlight Meadow II, Mr. Medlin has continued to be
in contact with the county and adjacent property owners to work towards correcting this
discrepancy.
Proposal
The applicants are requesting approval of a replat of Lots 1 and 6 of Moonlight Meadows, and
Lot 2 of Moonlight Meadows II in order to correct the location of the North line of the plat for
Moonlight Meadows and Moonlight Meadows II. The proposal is a 3-lot subdivision utilizing
the Standard Subdivision criteria in Section 5-5.02.1.A of the Miami County, Kansas Zoning
Regulations.
Water: Johnson County Water District #7 provides water for this area. The proposed
subdivision does not create any additional lots.
Roads: Moonlight and 235th Street are both identified as “local” roads per the 1995
Comprehensive Transportation Plan with 40-foot ½-width right-of-way. Right-of-way dedicated
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as part of the previous subdivisions included only a 30-foot ½-width and no additional right-ofway is proposed to be dedicated as part of this plat. The roads are improved with a gravel
surface.
Access: No access restrictions are currently shown on the existing plats and are not proposed on
the new plat. Lots 2 & 3 each have separate access points onto W 235th Street.
Floodplain: This property does not lie within the 100-year floodplain boundaries.
Current Use: All lots in this replat include residential dwellings and accessory structures.
Surrounding Zoning: Surrounding zoning is Countryside.
Surrounding Character: The property is located 2 miles South of the Miami/Johnson County
Line and approximately 3 miles West/Southwest of Spring Hill. The surrounding property is
primarily made up of larger tracts of ground being used for agricultural and residential purposes.
In addition, the property directly East of Lot 3 is part of Hillsdale Lake.
Discussion
A Standard Subdivision in the Countryside zoning district requires a minimum lot size of 15
acres and the lots cannot exceed a 4:1 lot length to width ratio. While Lots 1 & 2 do not fully
comply with these requirements, the lots would have been considered legal if these modifications
would have been made to the original plats. While Lots 2 and 3 of this subdivision comply with
the minimum lot area requirement for the Countryside District, the correction of the location of
the North line of the subdivision will cause Lot 1 to fall below the 15 acre minimum. The 11.69
acre size of Lot 1 would have been permitted under the Zoning Regulations that were in effect
when this subdivision was originally approved if this line would have been shown as currently
proposed. While Lots 1 and 3 comply with the requirement that lots cannot exceed a 4:1 lot
length to width ratio, Lot 2 will not comply with this requirement due to the creation of a second
lot on the tract that was replatted as part of Moonlight Meadows II. Under the regulations that
were in place at the time of Moonlight Meadows II, this requirement was a 3:1 ratio but the
regulations allowed for this requirement to be waived by the Planning Commission.
As the purpose of the plat of Moonlight Meadows III is to correct the discrepancy in the location
of the North line of Moonlight Meadows and Moonlight Meadows II, staff has considered that
the proposed modification to the lots will not be considered to create any violation of the current
Zoning Regulations but, Lots 1 and 2, will both be considered Nonconforming Lots of Records.
Staff does recommend that the existing boundary lines be shown in the background of the plat to
better document the changes that are occurring with this plat.
Staff Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the final plat for Moonlight Meadow
III based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed below.
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Findings
1. The subdivision conforms to the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan for low
density development (10-20 acres).
2. The subdivision is being proposed to correct the location of the North Boundary line of
existing subdivisions and the lots shown are considered to comply with the Miami County,
Kansas Zoning Regulations by meeting lot area and dimensions for a Standard Subdivision in
the Countryside District or by being considered nonconforming lots of record (Lots 1 & 2).
3. The subdivision complies with the final plat and design standards of Miami County, Kansas
Subdivision Regulations.
Conditions
1. Show the existing boundary line locations based upon Moonlight Meadows and Moonlight
Meadows II.
2. Correct various typographical errors and dates.

Attachments: Agency/Staff Comments
Vicinity Map
Planning Commission Minutes – February 4, 1997
BOCC memo for Moonlight Meadow II – February 6, 1997
Final Plat of Moonlight Meadows
Final Plat of Moonlight Meadows II
Final Plat of Moonlight Meadows III
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Excerpt from Miami County Planning Commission – February 4, 1997

A. PUBLIC HEARING: Larry Walrod presented the staff report to consider the replat of Lot #5
of the Moonlight Meadows Subdivision to subdivide approximately 30.34 acres into two (2) lots
ranging in size from 4.53 acres to 25.81 acres. Said property is located on the north side of 235
St., approximately 1/4 mile east of Moonlight Rd., in Section 31, Marysville Township. Submitted
by Douglas and Christina Brooks.
Mr. Walrod pointed out that the remainder tract does not meet the 3:1 ratio and would need a
waiver. He also noted that a review of the legal descriptions has established the fact that the north
boundary for Lots #1, 5 and 6 of the original plat was approximately 100 feet north of the actual
boundary. Corrections will need to be made before recording.
Lynn Martin, attorney representing Dr. and Mrs. Brooks concurred with staff, noting that the issue
was a private legal matter which was being addressed.
John Murphy motioned to approve the Replat of Lot #5 Moonlight Meadows and waive the 3:1
ratio requirement. Walt Davis seconded the motion. The motion carried with a unanimous vote
(8).

MIAMI COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC HEARING – Rezoning from Countryside (CS) to Rural Residential (R-1)
DATE:

May 1, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kenneth Cook, AICP, CFM – Planner

RE:

18001-Z: Rezone from Countryside - CS to Rural Residential - R-1; Consideration
of a request to rezone approximately 100 acres from Countryside (CS) to Rural
Residential (R-1) in accordance with Section 22 of the Miami County, Kansas
Zoning Regulations. The subject property includes two approximate 20-acre tracts,
and one approximate 60-acre lot identified as Lot 1, Greenfield Place subdivision,
located at the Southeast corner of 215th Street and Waverly Rd., in the Northwest
Quarter of Section 23, Township 15S, Range 22E, Richland Twp. Submitted by
Jerot & Tonya Pearson, and Teltec Corporation, property owners of record.

Property Owners

Jerot V. & Tonya R. Pearson; and,
Teltec Corporation

Property Location

South side of 215th St. and East of Waverly Rd.
NW ¼ of Section 23, Township 15S, Range 22E, Richland Twp.

Proposal

To rezone approximately 100 acres to Rural Residential (R-1).

Current Zoning

Countryside (10-15 acre density);

Proposed Zoning

Rural Residential (5 acre density)

Comp Plan

Rural Residential (10-15 ac density); and
Intermodal Facility Potential Area of Impact

Acreage

98.09 Acres

Parcel IDs#

046-23-0-00-00-005.00-0
046-23-0-00-00-005.01-0
046-23-0-00-00-005.03-0

Surrounding Zoning Countryside (CS) – East, West & South
Johnson County – Rural (RUR) & Residential Low Density (RLD) - North
Surrounding Uses

North: (Johnson County) Rural subdivision sites from 4-10 acres &
Agricultural Uses
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South: Rural home sites from 20 acres & Agricultural Uses
East: Rural subdivision sites of 3-10 acres & Agricultural Uses
West: Rural Subdivision/home sites from 3-20 acres
Outlying Uses: Hillsdale Lake; Timber Trace Subdivision; Forest Creek
Estates; various subdivisions created prior to countywide zoning;
City of Edgerton Intermodal Facility; City of Gardner; City of
Spring Hill; mixture of agricultural uses and rural residential home
sites.
Public Notice

Notice was published in the Miami County Republic on April 4, 2018. In
addition, four hearing notice signs were posted in front of the property and
26 surrounding property owners were notified of the proposal/hearing.

Background
October 1988: Teltec Corporation purchased the entire Northwest Quarter of this Section.
March 2002: A Gas Lease and surface damage and lease agreement was filed with the Register
of Deeds office between Teltec Corporation and Jack F. Overstreet for the Northwest Quarter of
this Section. The lease included mining, exploring and operating for and producing therefrom
gas, and also the right of injecting water, bring and other fluids into subsurface strata.
August 2004: Teltec Corporation had a survey performed for the property and filed the
necessary deeds to split the property into three tracts: 1) Northwest Quarter of the Northwest
Quarter, 2) Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter, and 3) the East half of the Northwest
Quarter. These divisions would be considered exempt splits based upon Section 1-5.01.7 of the
Miami County Subdivision Regulations.
October 2004: Lot Splits were approved for the Northwest of the Northwest Quarter and for the
Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter creating a total of 4 tracts that each contained
approximately 20 acres. As part of the approval of the Lot Splits, 40 feet of right-of-way was
dedicated to Miami County along the West and North lines of the West half of the Northwest
Quarter of this Section. The two tracts located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest
Quarter were sold to different individuals in 2004 & 2005. The Northwest Quarter of the
Northwest Quarter was sold to the Pearson in 2005.
February 2007: Greenfield Place, an Agricultural Preservation Subdivision was approved for
the East Half of the Northwest Quarter including two tracts of 9.7 acres and one agriculturally
preserved tract of 60.21 acres. The agriculturally preserved tract in included as part of the
current application. Lots 2 & 3 of this subdivision were sold to different individuals in 2007 &
2015.
June 2008: A Boundary Line Adjustment was approved on the two tracts owned by Pearson to
change the orientation of the tracts from East-West to North-South.
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August 2008: A building permit was issued for the dwelling that is located on the Western of the
Pearson’s two tracts. A Certificate of occupancy was issued on this structure on June 28, 2010.
Currently, the residence, and two accessory structures are located on the property. A permit for
the Southern accessory structure was issued in 2006 and a permit for the Eastern accessory
structure was issued in 2015 as an agricultural structure. The permit for the agricultural structure
included the requirement that at such time that the structure is not used solely for agricultural
purposes, the use will need to comply with the then current Zoning Regulations and the structure
will be inspected and brought into compliance with the then current building codes. While gas
leases have existed on the property, staff has received a response that “there was never any work
of any sort regarding oil and gas exploration on that property.”

Proposal
The applicant is requesting a change in zoning from Countryside (CS) to Rural Residential (R-1)
for the above-referenced three properties that include in total approximately 100 acres located at
the Southeast corner of 215th and Waverly Rd. The applicant desires to develop the property as a
rural subdivision. The current Countryside zoning would allow development of a conservation
subdivision at a 10 acre density. The applicant is requesting to rezone the property to Rural
Residential (R-1), which would allow the property to be developed at an overall density of fiveacres per dwelling.

Discussion
The applicant is proposing to rezone the subject property to Rural Residential (R-1) and then has
proposed to come back and subdivide the properties into a total of 18 lots. With the properties
current size of 98.09 acres, a subdivision of the property could qualify for 19 lots. The R-1 zone
allows a 5-acre density with a minimum lot size of 1 acre and a minimum open space
requirement of 30%. The applicant has provided a conceptual subdivision layout showing eight
tracts totaling 29.47 acres set aside for open space which encompasses the drainage areas and
sensitive land. The residential lots currently shown are proposed with sizes typically ranging
from 2.52 to 3.57 acres, with 6.37 acre parcel for the lot that the applicant’s existing dwelling
will be located on. If the rezoning is approved staff will continue to work with the applicant on
the design and layout of the proposed subdivision and the platting of this property will come
back as a separate case.
Access into the subdivision is gained from 215th Street which is identified as a local road in the
1995 Comprehensive Transportation Plan. The entrance into the subdivision is currently
proposed as being located just over a half mile west of Gardner Road, which is identified as an
arterial road on the 1995 Comprehensive Transpiration Plan. 215th Street is currently a chip-seal
surface and is located on the county line with Johnson County. Johnson County currently
performs maintenance on this portion of 215th Street. The internal roads for this subdivision are
proposed to be developed with a 60-foot wide ROW (27 foot chip-seal surface) road.
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Rural Water #7 is currently finalizing an engineering study to determine the feasibility and
impact of the proposed subdivision, but anticipate that the domestic water supply for these lots
will not be detrimental to the District’s mission and goals and that service is likely available.
Further study will determine available fire suppression flows for the proposed development.
Staff has received a response from the applicants that mineral rights will stay with the property
when the property is sold. A homeowners association (HOA) will be required to be created and
covenants and restrictions established to address use and maintenance of the open space areas.
The Planning Commission needs to consider all comments at the public hearing, and then
consider, but not limit your consideration, to the following Golden Criteria in making findings to
approve or deny the requested rezoning request.
1. Character of the neighborhood.
The neighborhood is comprised of a variety of home sites and agricultural uses. Tract sizes
range from 3 acres to 260 acres with multiple tracts of more than 100 acres. Hillsdale Lake
is located 2-3 miles south and the City of Spring Hill and US 169 Hwy are located
approximately 5-6 miles east. The City of Gardner is located approximately 2.5 miles to the
North and the City of Edgerton recently annexed property that is located approximately ½
mile to the Northwest. This area remains very popular for development due to its proximity
to Spring Hill, Gardner, the lake and surrounding terrain, and quick access to the KC metro
via US 169 and I-35. As such, much of the surrounding area has been divided into small lots
or subdivisions, some with private internal roads, prior to countywide zoning. Three rural
subdivision are currently located on the North side of 215th Street in Johnson County that
include: Twin Creek Farms (1988), Cedar Ridge (1988), and The Farms (1982). Plats have
also been approved on adjacent tract located in Miami County including: Bardwell Acres
(1996) to the West, Hayden Estate (1997) to the East, and Greenfield Place, an agriculture
preservation subdivision (2007) which includes the East 60 acres of the area proposed to be
rezoned and the two 10-acre tracts at the Northeast corner.
2. The zoning and uses of property nearby.
Surrounding zoning in Miami County is Countryside with a mixture of single-family
residential and agricultural uses. Properties to the North are located in Johnson County and
include the following Zoning Designations: Rural (RUR), Residential Low Density (RLD),
and Residential Neighborhood 1 (RN1). Property located approximately 1-mile to the North,
and which has been annexed by the City of Edgerton, is currently in the process of being
rezoned from Johnson County RUR to City of Edgerton’s Logistic Park (LP) District.
3. The suitability of the subject property to its present use.
The property is well suited to its present residential and agricultural uses.
4. The extent to which removal of the present zoning will detrimentally affect nearby
property.
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The area is comprised of a mixture of agricultural uses and various small subdivisions that
were created prior to and after countywide zoning. All properties located on the South side
of 215th Street between the subject property and Gardner Road are platted subdivision lots.
Removing the present zoning will not detrimentally affect nearby property.
5. The length of time the subject property has remained vacant.
The property has been developed with 1 residence in 2008 with the remainder of the property
in agricultural use. The Eastern 60 acres of the property was platted as Lot 1 in an
agricultural preservation subdivision with the two adjacent 9.7 acre lots.
6. The relative gain to the public health, safety, and welfare by the destruction of the value
of the nearby property as compared to the hardship imposed upon the individual
landowner.
There is no evidence that nearby property values will be diminished by the subject request.
The increase in density of the subject property can be anticipated to create additional traffic
on 215th Street and could have an impact on the need to perform additional maintenance or
the need to upgrade the road in the future. Miami County Road & Bridge recently conducted
traffic counts on 215th Street West of Gardner Road and registered a total of 499 vehicles
over a two day period.
Johnson County Public Works has provided comment that their typical requirement for this
type of development is that in Johnson County they would require 215th Street to be upgraded
to a 24-foot wide asphalt roadway with 4-foot gravel shoulders to comply with their
minimum infrastructure requirements. In 2017, Johnson County approved a similar
subdivision 2.5 miles East of this location (Northeast corner of 215th Street and Cedar Niles).
This subdivision consisted of 12 residential lots with 33 acres of private open space on
approximately 94 acres and was specified as meeting the minimum standards for roads.
Miami County standards specify that the subdivision must be accessed off an improved road
on a minimum of 80’ of ROW. An improved road is typically allowed to be a chip-sealed
road or asphalt road. The ROW width in the area varies between the subject property and
Gardner Road from 60 feet to 90 feet in width.
To the contrary, the opposite may be anticipated. Hardship to the applicants would be that
they could not pursue their plans to subdivide the property at this density if the request is
denied, in addition to expenses incurred to pursue this request.
7. Whether the proposed rezoning would be consistent with the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Regulations.
The purpose of the Rural Residential district is to provide for low density residential
development that retains the character of the basically rural area, but also requires the
clustering of dwellings through conservation subdivisions in order to protect sensitive land
and preserve open space. All new subdivisions should be developed adjacent to planned
developments, the existing villages or town sites, or the cities, but may be considered in other
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areas. The proposal reflects much of the existing development in the area, such as Forest
Creek, Bardwell, Hayden Estates, Timber Trace, etc., and therefore, staff believes this
request is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Regulations.
8. The recommendations of the County’s permanent or professional staff.
Staff recommends approval of the rezoning request to Rural Residential (R-1).
9. The conformance of the requested rezoning to the adopted Miami County
Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Rural Residential with 10-15 acre lots, and
Intermodal Facility Potential Area of Impact. Although suburban residential development (310 acre density) is expected to locate in the Village Expansion Areas or in/near the cities, the
Plan also discusses the importance of development locating where infrastructure is available
and the development will not burden the county taxpayers. The Plan encourages open space
to be set aside and the utilization of “clustered development”, which helps to maintain the
county’s unique rural character, manage storm water, and preserve wildlife habitat and travel
corridors.
The proposal is located along an improved road system (chip-seal) and approximately ½ mile
from Gardner Road which is designated as an arterial. Information from the Water District
anticipates that a water source that is more than adequate for the subdivision is present. The
lots are clustered along an internal road system and the sensitive land areas are protected
through the preservation of open space. Public sewer systems are not feasible for this density
(3-7 acres) and therefore, individual wastewater systems will be utilized. Although the
Intermodal Facility Potential Area of Impact is not defined in the Plan, it is anticipated that
there will be growth stimulated from the Facility which can include economic development,
as well as the need for employee and executive housing. The subject property is also located
approximately ½ mile from property recently annexed by the City of Edgerton and can be
considered as being located near to a city.
The proposed use conforms to the open space and clustering objectives of the Plan.
10. Such additional matters as may apply in individual circumstances.
The current proposal is a request to rezone the property from the Countryside District to the
Rural Residential District. If the rezoning is approved for the property, the applicant would
proceed forward through the subdivision platting process to development the property based
upon the model of conservation development concepts that are discussed in the county
comprehensive plan and zoning regulations. The development is located along an improved
road (chip-seal) with adequate utility infrastructure in an area that has experienced land
division of similar densities. The proposal includes a road that is proposed to be improved as
a chip-seal surface with clustered lots and protects sensitive land through the preservation of
open space. The proposed subdivision layout is the type of development that the 2004 Plan
envisioned. Even though it isn’t located directly adjacent to the city (it is located with
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approximately ½ of the City of Edgerton) or in a Village Expansion Area, it emulates the
character of the area with similar lot sizes and density and the open space enhances the rural
character of the area. The Rural Residential district purpose states that this type of
development should be located near the cities but can be considered in other areas. Based on
the character of the neighborhood and the presence of good infrastructure, staff believes this
proposal is well suited to this site.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward the request for rezoning from
Countryside (CS) to Rural Residential (R-1) to the Board of County Commissioners with a
recommendation for approval, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed below.
Rezoning Findings
1. The proposed rezoning conforms to the conservation development concepts of the
Comprehensive Plan.
2. The proposed rezoning maintains the rural character of the area and does not burden the
existing infrastructure.

Attachments: Rezoning Narrative
Conceptual Plan
Final Plat of Greenfield Place
Final Plat of Hayden Estates
Location Map
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Teresa Reeves, CFM
Planning Director
201 S Pearl Street / Suite 201
Paola, KS 66071

March 14, 2018

RE: Project Narrative for Hidden Glen; Miami County, KS
Dear Teresa,
Waverly 215 LLC is requesting that Miami County consider the application for rezoning the following
properties listed below that are part of S23-T15-R22. The current zoning classification is Countryside
and the request is for rezoning the properties to Rural Residential.
Parcel ID 0462300000005010 (18.5 acres)
Parcel ID 0462300000005030 (19.5 acres)
Also, to be considered is Parcel ID 0462300000005000 (59.3 acres) that is currently owned by Teltec, Inc.
with a pending contract with Waverly 215 that is contingent on rezoning approval.
The development of the property aforementioned will allow for individuals and families to build and
locate in a quality rural subdivision with close proximity to the growing community of Gardner with easy
access to I-35 and Kansas City. There is considerable development in the area that is associated with the
Intermodal in Edgerton and the migration of Gardner that is now growing to the South of I-35.
The preliminary name of the development is Hidden Glen. Two entrances to the development are
planned off 215th Street. Each entrance will have an attractive signage monument that compliments the
vernacular of the development.
The concept of the development will be to provide large lots (over 3 acres) and maintain a rural
character setting that includes lots that are heavily wooded with rolling terrain which will allow for both
seclusion and walk-out concept homes. The development will include chip and sealed roads and rural
water availability from Water 7. A small lake is planned in the development to elevate the stature and
provide an amenity space. A minimum standard of home, materials and out buildings will be set with
standardized covenants. Most all of the lots are hidden from the surrounding roads. The surrounding
road surface on 215th leading to the property is chip and sealed and Gardner Road is a paved highway
leading to I-35.
Overall, this development would be a positive addition to a growing area in terms of a viable living and
building location for local and relocating residents. Thank you for considering this project.
Regards,
Waverly 215 LLC

Jerot Pearson
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Comments Received RE: 18001-Z (Pearson / Hidden Glen)
From: Allan Soetaert [mailto:asoetaert@water7.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 3, 2018 9:22 AM
To: Angie Baumann <abaumann@miamicountyks.org>
Cc: Jerot Pearson <jerot.pearson@pkmreng.com>
Subject: RE: Notification and Request for Comments 18001-Z
Ms. Baumann:
On behalf of JO7, I offer the following comments on the information sent to me:






The property is within the service area of JO7
JO7 has an existing 6" main located on the north side of 215th Street that passes the entire frontage
of the proposed development.
JO7 has an existing 12" main located on the north side of 215th Street, that extends from its elevated
storage tank (located east of Gardner Rd.) to a point where it connects to the aforementioned 6"
main, approximately 800 LF east of the east entrance to the proposed subdivision.
JO7 has an existing 2” main that extends from 213th Street, to 223rd Street, along Waverly Road
The applicant (Jerot Pearson) has petitioned JO7 for an engineering study to determine the feasibility
and impact of the proposed subdivision to the existing water system. Although the results of that
study are not complete; it is my opinion that the domestic water supply of these proposed parcels will
not be detrimental to the Water District’s mission and goals and that service is likely available. It is
also worth noting that the pending engineering report will address available fire suppression flows
available to the proposed development. The report is expected to be delivered to the Petitioner by
April 6, 2018.

Let me know if you have any questions regarding this information.
Allan Soetaert

-----Original Message----From: Landess, Denny A [mailto:Denny.A.Landess@p66.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 10:02 AM
To: Teresa Reeves <TReeves@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: RE: Notification and Request for Comments 18001-Z
Phillips 66 Pipeline does not have assets in this area.

This appears to be 6 miles or more from our pipelines. There is no impact to Tallgrass Energy.
Gregg McAlexander
Project Manager, Encroachments
Tallgrass Energy Partners, LP
370 Van Gordon Street
Lakewood, Colorado 80228-1519
gregg.mcalexander@tallgrassenergylp.com
Direct: 303-763-3417
Mobile: 720-785-3992

From: District [mailto:mi.co.conservation@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 4:29 PM
To: Teresa Reeves <TReeves@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: Re: Notification and Request for Comments 18001-Z
Teresa - My comments:
An actual conservation development should have a minimum of 50% green space, that is managed for
conservation benefits. Housing should be clustered so that the remaining 50% minimum of green space,
preferably the most desirable ecologically (determined through biological survey), provides meaningful
benefits for wildlife, water quality, etc. The proposal doesn’t seem to meet either of these most basic
characteristics of a CD.
Consider that the northern part will drain into a tributary of Bull Creek in less than 300 yards, and the
southern part will drain into a separate tributary of Bull Creek in less than 100 yards. As these
developments are going to become more and more common, the county should tighten up its guidelines
to avoid unnecessary impacts to this highest priority subwatershed of Hillsdale Lake. Requiring these
developments to retain and treat runoff would go a very long way toward protecting the lake and our
future water supply.
The watershed group could work with the developer if they are interested, on a site survey, as well as
any ecological restoration on the site that could also serve as future amenities to subdivision residents.
We have technical and financial resources we would be willing to commit to a true conservation
development in the watershed/county. These might include establishment of new or improvement of
existing forest/prairie/wetlands, streambank stabilization, etc.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Lesley
Lesley Rigney, District Manager
Miami County Conservation District
100 Angela Street, Ste 3
Paola, KS 66071
Phone: 913-294-3751 Ext. 3

From: JR McMahon
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 8:54 AM
To: Kenneth A. Cook <kcook@miamicountyks.org>
Subject: RE: Pearson Rezoning - Hidden Glen - 215th Street
Kenny,
You are correct the road ROW is between 60 and 90 feet with a surface width of 24 feet. Johnson
County improved the road about 5 years ago. I think the proposed subdivision meets our requirements
on the type of road required. If you have any more questions let me know.
JR

From: Pietig, Brian, PWK [mailto:Brian.Pietig@jocogov.org]
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 11:31 AM
To: Teresa Reeves <TReeves@miamicountyks.org>
Cc: Markway, Keith, PWK <Keith.Markway@jocogov.org>; Leipzig, Jay, PLN
<Jay.Leipzig@jocogov.org>; Greeley, Paul, PLN <Paul.Greeley@jocogov.org>
Subject: RE: 215th St Meeting
Teresa,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the proposed Waverly Road Subdivision located
on 215th Street between Waverly Road and Gardner Road in Miami County.
If this proposed development were located in Johnson County, 215th Street would be required to be
upgraded to a 24-foot wide asphalt roadway with 4-foot gravel shoulders from the west property line east
to Gardner Road to comply with our Minimum Infrastructure Requirements. We often find that our citizens
are not happy with living adjacent to gravel roads due to the issues associated with gravel (dust, mud,
potholes, washboarding, etc...). Also, any internal Streets would be required to be either 24-foot Asphalt
Pavement with curb and gutter(28-foot back-to-back), or 26-foot Asphalt pavement with ditch section.
We would hope these will be requirements for this subdivision's approval. Please advise should you have
any questions,
Regards, Brian

