
 
 

AGENDA 
CITY OF HARRISONVILLE 

BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
REGULAR MEETING 

CITY HALL 
NOVEMBER 10, 2025 

6:00 PM   
1. Call to Order 

 A. Roll Call 

2. Approval of Minutes 
Minutes from the  

 A. Minutes from the July 8, 2025, meeting. 

3. Agenda Items 

 A. Appl. #VAR-25-003—Variance of Sections 405.550.C.5.d and e to allow for a 
privacy fence on a corner lot on property located at 500 N. Bradley Avenue to 
encroach towards the front yard of an adjacent lot - PUBLIC HEARING 

 B. Appl. #VAR-25-003—Variance of Sections 405.550.C.5.d and e to allow for a 
privacy fence on a corner lot on property located at 500 N. Bradley Avenue to 
encroach towards the front yard of an adjacent lot - CONSIDERATION 

 C. Appl. #VAR-25-004—Variance of Section 405. 405.325.B, C, D and E and Section 
405.565.E.3 to allow for a gravel display lot for storage sheds on property located 
at 103 S. Commercial Street - PUBLIC HEARING 

 D. Appl. #VAR-25-004—Variance of Section 405. 405.325.B, C, D and E and Section 
405.565.E.3 to allow for a gravel display lot for storage sheds on property located 
at 103 S. Commercial Street - CONSIDERATION 

4. Discussion Items 

5. Adjourn 
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Regular Meeting Monday, November 10, 2025 6:00 PM 
 

Posted on City Hall Bulletin Board this 3rd day of November, 2025. 
 
  

__________________________ 
 

Daniel Barnett, City Clerk 
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300 E. Pearl Street, P.O. Box 367 • Tel: 816-380-8900 • Fax: 816-380-8906 • Harrisonville, MO  64701 

 

 
To:  Board of Zoning Adjustments 
 
From:  Christina Stanton, AICP, Director of Community Development 
 
Date:  November 10, 2025 
 
Re: Appl. #VAR-25-003—Variance of Sections 405.550.C.5.d and e to allow for a 

privacy fence on a corner lot on property located at 500 N. Bradley Avenue to 
encroach towards the front yard of an adjacent lot 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Applicant: Brandon Lee, 500 N. Bradley Ave. 
 
Requested Actions:  Approval of requested variance of Sections 405.550.C.5.d and e to allow for a 

privacy fence on a corner lot on property located at 500 N. Bradley Avenue to 
encroach towards the front yard of an adjacent lot 

 
Date of Application:  October 1, 2025 
 
PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 405.610 of the City’s Code, the Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) 
“may decide that there are practical difficulties or particular hardship in the way of carrying out 
the strict letter of these regulations”.  The BZA “may grant variances from the provisions of this 
Chapter in harmony with its general purpose and intent” based upon the standards listed in 
Section 405.615, which are listed below in staff’s analysis.  The concurring vote of four (4) 
members of the Board is required for approval of a variance. 
 

PROPOSAL 
 
Applicant is seeking a variance to the fence location requirements, specifically #5.d which states:   

“On corner lots, a privacy fence, chain link fence, decorative fence, wall, or hedge may be 
constructed or planted to a maximum height of six (6) feet abutting the front yard setback 
line in the rear yard of the home.  For the purposes of this Section, the rear yard is defined 
as the side of the house opposite the front door.  (See Figure 1.)”   

Additionally, 5.e states: 
“If all the following conditions apply to a corner lot, then the privacy fence, chain link 
fence, decorative fence, wall or hedge may be installed to a height of six feet abutting the 
property line in the rear yard of the structure.  (See Figure 2.) 

a. If the rear yard of a corner lot is adjacent to the rear yard of another corner lot. 
b. The front of each home on each lot faces in opposite directions. 
c. There is no driveway to either home from the street adjacent to the side yard of 

both lots.” 
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Note that Section 405.550.C.8.a states:  “No sign, fence, wall, shrub or other obstruction with a 
height between two (2) feet and eight (8) feet shall be located in a sight triangle.”   
Section 405.550.C.8.c states:  “The sight triangle includes the area created by the street right-of-
way lines extending thirty (30) feet from their intersection.  Where a street right-of-way intersects 
a vehicular access way or driveway, the sight triangle includes the area created by the street 
right-of-way line and the edge of the drive extending thirty (30) feet from their intersection.” 

 
Additionally, it should be noted that Section 405.550.C.8.e states:  “The City of Harrisonville is 
authorized to trim, remove or order removal of structures, signs, landscaping, or other materials 
that violate this Section.” 
 
PREVIOUS ACTIONS 
 
Required legal notices have been issued. 
 

• September 20, 1957—The Final Plat of Brooks Subdivision, Lots 1 – 10 was recorded with 
the Cass County Recorder’s Office by Instrument #92481. 
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• June 28, 1971—A Building Permit (#1020-A) for a new single-family home for 500 N. 
Bradley Avenue was issued. 

• June 3, 2009—A Building Permit (#09118) was issued for a new 42-inch high chain link 
fence on the subject property. 

• November 16, 2015—The Board of Aldermen approved Ordinance #3341, which 
established the R-1B and R-2B Districts and their associated regulations.  Prior to the 
establishment of the R-2B District the subject property was zoned Two-Family Residential 
(R-2) District. 

• June 10, 2024—A Building Permit (#23390) was finaled for rehab work including 
replacing a then existing deck. 

• July 2, 2025—A Code Compliance Case (#PERMIT-25-0012) was opened for construction 
of a privacy fence without a permit.   

• July 9, 2025—A Building Permit (#25280) was submitted for removal of the existing chain 
link fence and replacement with a 6-foot tall privacy fence.  The submitted permit 
application and associated documentation is attached.  The permit has never been issued. 

• July 14, 2025—The Code Compliance Case was closed since an application for permit was 
submitted despite the fact that the fence requires variances and the permit has not been 
paid for or issued. 

• October 1, 2025—The applicant submitted for variance. 
• October 30, 2025—Staff drove by to take pictures for the packet, see attached, and noticed 

that the fence is largely completed and appears to be in the right-of-way of Shady Lane.  
City staff measured the right-of-way and verified that the fence is located 8’ inside the 
City’s right-of-way for E. Shady Lane. 
 

KEY ISSUES 
 
The property is currently zoned Near Downtown Two-Family Neighborhood (R-2B) District. 
 
The property is located on a corner lot adjacent to a non-corner lot, which means that the rear of 
this property abuts the side and front yards of the adjacent lot. 
 
The fencing regulations changed with the approval of Ordinance #3627 on February 21, 2023.  
The previous regulations pertaining to residential fences simply stated that “six (6) feet in the side 
yard and eight (8) feet in the rear yard, provided sight distance as shall be maintained on corner 
lots” was allowed.  The current fencing regulations are much clearer about what is allowed and 
where.   
 
The applicant has already installed the fence and it is currently located 8’ inside the right-of-way 
of E. Shady Lane, and is in violation of Section 405.550.C.8. 
 
 
The Applicant is seeking a variance to the fence location requirements, specifically #5.d and e and 
the sight triangle requirements listed in Section 405.550.C.8.c as detailed under the “Proposal” 
section of the staff report.  The applicant’s proposed fence would have been allowed under the 
prior fencing regulations, except for that portion located within the right-of-way of Shady Lane. 
 
Regarding Municipal Code:  405.615 Standards 
 

A. The Board of Zoning Adjustments may vary the provisions of this Chapter as authorized in this 
Section, but only when it shall have made findings based upon evidence presented to it in the 
following specific cases: 
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1.  The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; 
The property can yield a reasonable return.  The property would still be used as a single-
family residence if the variance is not granted.  However, the fenced in portion of the 
yard would be smaller.     
 
2.  The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
This standard typically refers to the shape of the lot, topographical conditions, or other 
unique physical surroundings of the property such as existing utilities.  A corner lot in 
and of itself is not unique.  However, the location of the existing house in relation to the 
property and its surroundings are somewhat unique in that the subject property has 
very little usable rear yard.  The following lists the attached supporting documentation, 
according to the applicant’s understanding (staff input is in parenthesis):  Figures 1 and 
2 show the proposed variance with a modified sight distance triangle of 13.5’ (rather 
than the required 30’), Figure 3 shows all yard space (regardless of front or rear, only 
excluding their driveway, and including approximately 8’ for the right-of-way for E. 
Shady Lane), Figure 4 depicts what the strict letter of the Code would allow, and Figure 
5 shows the requested variance.  It should be noted that all of these appear to utilize the 
placement of the property lines as shown on the County’s GIS mapper, and GIS (while a 
very useful tool) is not 100% accurate.  Staff would also like to note that there is a 
slightly similar situation existing at the southeast corner of Forest Avenue and N. Lake 
Street, except that the fence on this property was permitted under the previous 
regulation, is a larger lot, the house is more closely centered along the front of the lot, 
the abutting property sits closer to the street, and the driveway is located further away. 
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It is easy to see that the County’s mapper shows the property line being very near the 
pavement for E. Shady Lane, which is not correct.  Additionally, it is clear that the lots 
located on the south side of E. Shady Lane are likely somewhat skewed.  The recorded 
plat of Brooks Subdivision, Lots 1-10 (attached) shows that E. Shady Lane has a right-
of-way of 50’. 
 
3.  The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  The 
encroachment is towards the right-of-way of E. Shady Lane and the front yard of the 
abutting neighbor whose lot fronts on E. Shady Lane.  There is a letter in the supporting 
documents provided by the applicant from the abutting neighbor stating that she is 
supportive of the proposed variance.  It should be noted that the applicant has taken 
into consideration the line of sight for this neighbor to be able to see around their fence 
when backing out.  However, is should also be noted that the required sight distance 
triangle is measured at 30’ (not 13.5’) as shown in the bottom image on page 2 and the 
fence cannot be located within the right-of-way without an approved encroachment 
agreement with Public Works and there are valid concerns for the survivability of said 
fence when the City provides the snow plowing services along E. Shady Lane. 
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B. For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Board of Adjustment shall also, in 
making the determination of whether there are practical difficulties or particular hardship, take 
into consideration the extent to which the following facts, favorable to the applicant, have been 
established by the evidence: 

 
1.  The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific 
property involved would bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a 
mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulation were to be carried out; 
The particular physical surroundings and location of the existing house does create a 
particular hardship upon the owner in that there is very little usable yard on this 
property. 
 
2.  The conditions upon which the petition for variance is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoning classification; 
The requested variance stems from the location of the house in relation to the property 
lines and the property owners’ desire to fence in as much of their yard as possible.  The 
condition of the existing house’s location in relation to the property lines are not 
commonly found on other property within the same zoning classification. 
 
3.  The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person having an interest in 
the property at any time after the effective date of this Chapter; 
The effective date of this chapter was in 1991.  The house was built in 1971, which is 
when the alleged difficulty or hardship was created.   
 
4.  The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood 
in which the property is located; 
The granting of the requested variance, with the exception of that portion of the fence 
that was constructed in the City’s right-of-way and the reduced sight triangle, will not 
result in a detriment to the public welfare in the neighborhood.  The variance would 
allow the property owner to install a 6-foot high wood privacy fence.  The encroachment 
is towards the right-of-way of E. Shady Lane and the front yard of the abutting property 
owner at 706 E. Shady Lane who has provided a letter of support for the requested 
variance. 
 
5.  The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property or substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public safety or 
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 
Staff does not believe the proposed variance will impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent property or substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise 
endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or impair property values within the 
neighborhood, with the exception of that portion of fence constructed within the right-
of-way of E. Shady Lane and the reduced sight triangle. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
In support of the requested variance are the facts that: 

• The applicants were somewhat considerate of their abutting neighbor’s safety by 
providing a modified sight distance triangle; 
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• The property owner whose front yard is being encroach towards is supportive of the 
requested variance; and 

• The granting of the variance will not result in a detriment to the public welfare or 
negatively impact the adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or increase 
the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public safety or diminish or impair 
surrounding property values, with the exception of that portion of fence constructed 
within the right-of-way of E. Shady Lane and the reduced sight triangle.   

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested variance with the following conditions: 

1) That the portion of the fence located within the City right-of-way of Shady Lane be 
removed; and 

2) The sight distance triangle shall be corrected to meet the City’s Municipal Code Section 
405.550.8. 

                                                                                                                                                                                      
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Application and Supporting Documentation 
Fence Permit Application 
Images 
Brooks Subdivision, Lots 1 – 10  
Zoning Map 
Aerial Map 
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                                                                                              Page 1 of 3                                                                         Rev. May 2023  

  

                                    VARIANCE APPLICATION   DATE: __________________ 
  

Applicant (Print): ________________________________  Signature: _____________________________________________ 

Company Name: _________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ________________________________________  City: _____________________ State: ______ Zip: ________ 

Telephone: _____________                                                                                            Email: _____________________________ 

Property Owner Authorization Required if Applicant Different from Property Owner 

Property Owner Name (print): ____________________________  Signature: _________________________________________ 

Street Address: ________________________________________  City: ____________________ State: ______ Zip: _________ 

Telephone: _______________________________  Email: ________________________________________________________ 

Firm Preparing Application (if applicable): _________________________________________________________________ 

Contact: ________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ________________________________________  City: ______________________ State: ______ Zip: _______ 

Telephone: _______________________________  Email: ________________________________________________________ 
 

* All correspondence should be sent to (check one):  Applicant   ____Property Owner  ____ Firm ______ 
Project Information 
General Location or Address: 

________________________________________________________________________________                                                                                                                                 

Harrisonville Properties, ________________________________________________________ Acres or Sq. Ft. ______________ 
 

Process and Submittal Requirements 
 

City of Harrisonville Zoning Ordinance Section 405.610  
       The Board of Zoning Adjustment may grant variances from the provisions of this Chapter in harmony with its general purpose 
and intent and may vary them only in specific instances hereinafter set forth. The Board of Zoning Adjustment, based on standards 
hereafter prescribed and after hearing, may decide that there are practical difficulties or hardship in the way of carrying out the 
strict letter of these regulations. The concurring vote of four (4) members of the Board shall be necessary to reverse any order, 
requirement or decision of the party appealed from or to issue an order or variance or to decide in favor of an appellant. 

 
Step 1. Hold pre-application conference with City staff. 
Step 2. Submit complete application and the following at least thirty (30) days prior to the BZA Meeting: 

1. $200 filing fee PLUS $65.00 notice fee, payable to the City of Harrisonville 
2. Letter explaining the project and why variance needed. 
3. One (1) 8 1/2 x 11 electronic copy of site plan showing property, existing and proposed structures and 

additional important information.   
Step 3. City staff publishes legal notice and sends letters to property owners within 185 feet. 
Step 4. Board of Zoning Adjustments Meeting 2nd Tuesday of month at 6 PM at City Hall. 

12

Brandon Lee

500 N Bradley Ave.

816-699-7343

500 N Bradley Ave. Harrisonville, MO 64701

brandonl1354@gmail.com

Harrisonville MO 64701

Brandon Lee
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard

Application Questions (1/4)

Page 2

1. Can the property in question yield a reasonable return if used only under the 
regulations governing the zoning district in which it is located?

Yes, the property could technically yield a reasonable financial return under the current zoning 
regulations. However, the existing fencing restrictions significantly limit our ability to create 
a private and secure backyard space that meets the practical needs of our growing family. 
Without the variance, the usable portion of our yard would be compromised, impacting our 
ability to enjoy the property fully, both now and in the future as our family expands.

Although the property could theoretically yield a reasonable “financial” return, the existing 
fencing regulations do not afford the opportunity to build a privacy fence that yields a 
reasonable return in terms of a usable backyard for a growing family with plans for future 
children.

2. Is the plight of the owner due to unique circumstances? (Unique circumstances include, 
but are not limited to, the shape, topographical conditions, or physical surroundings of 
the property.)

Yes, the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances related to the placement of our 
home in relation to the property boundaries and the neighboring residence on E Shady Lane. 
The current fencing regulations significantly restrict our ability to construct a privacy fence 
that makes practical use of our property.

According to preliminary measurements taken via Google Maps (See Figures 001-005), the 
existing regulations limit our usable backyard space to less than 25% of the total yard area. 
The proposed variance would nearly double that usability to approximately 45%, creating a 
much more functional and family-friendly outdoor space.

[~1,472 (Usable Space w/ Current Regulations) ÷ ~5,937 (Total Usable Yard Space) = 
~24.79%]

Vs.

[~2,692 (Usable Space w/ Proposed Variance) ÷ ~5,937 (Total Usable Yard Space) = 
~45.34%]

Additionally, the revised fence layout maintains appropriate visibility for nearby properties by 
honoring the required sight triangle for our neighbors at 706 E Shady Lane (Dawn & Wayne). 
This ensures the variance accommodates both safety and privacy considerations. (See Figure 
002. Sightline Visualizations)
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 3

Application Questions (2/4)

3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the character of the locality and/or neighborhood?

No, the proposed variance will not alter the character of the locality or neighborhood. It aims 
to serve as a starting point for several aesthetic improvements to our property that aim to 
enhance the overall appearance of both our yard and the surrounding area.

The new fence would allow us to create a more defined and maintained backyard space, which 
we plan to complement with flower beds, seasonal decorations (especially during the fall and 
winter holidays), and improved lawn care treatments in the spring. These enhancements are 
intended to reflect pride of ownership and contribute positively to the visual character of the 
neighborhood.

1. If the strict letter of the regulation is carried out, will the physical surroundings, shape 
or topographical conditions of the specific property create a hardship for the owner as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience?

Yes, enforcing the strict letter of the regulation would create a legitimate hardship, not just 
an inconvenience, due to the physical layout of the property and the surrounding conditions. 
Since purchasing our home in June 2024, we have experienced multiple serious safety 
concerns tied to the immediate area, including:

•	 A neighboring dog attacked a postal worker, which led to mail delivery being suspended 
for over a month.

•	 Repeated disruptive and dangerous behavior from unsupervised neighbor children, 
including throwing knives at each other in the front yard, as well at other objects at our 
house.

•	 Several domestic incidents requiring police response, contributing to a general sense of 
instability and lack of safety in the front and side areas of the property.

Given these conditions, we are trying to proactively prepare a secure, private, and functional 
backyard space for our growing family. The current fence regulations prevent us from doing so 
in two major ways:

•	 They limit usable backyard space to a very small fraction of our total lot, making it 
virtually unusable for recreational or family purposes.

•	 They restrict the type of materials we can use, potentially forcing us to install fencing that 
would not provide adequate protection or durability given the circumstances.

We are proud to have become homeowners and are personally invested in improving both 
our property and the surrounding environment. This variance would allow us to address 
serious safety concerns and ensure our future children have a secure space to grow and 
play. Unfortunately the current regulations do not reasonably permit that, given the unique 
conditions of our lot and neighborhood.
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 4

Application Questions (3/4)

2. Do the reasons for his variance apply just to this property or generally to other 
properties in the same zoning classification?

The reasons for this variance request are specific to our property and do not apply generally to 
other properties within the same zoning classification. The unique placement of our home in 
relation to the property boundaries and adjacent houses creates a layout that significantly limits 
our ability to construct a functional and private backyard space under the current regulations.

While other corner lots in the same zoning district typically have more favorable positioning 
that allows for a wooden privacy fence enclosing a majority of their usable yard, our lot 
configuration presents a one-off situation that requires this variance to ensure safe and 
reasonable use of the space.

3. Has the alleged difficulty or hardship been created by any person having an interest in 
the property at any time after May 13, 1991, the effective date of this Chapter?

No, the hardship has not been created by any person with an interest in the property after May 
13, 1991. The original fence was constructed prior to that date and was grandfathered in under 
previous regulations. The current request is a response to updated zoning requirements that the 
original structure no longer complies with, not a result of any changes made by current or past 
owners since that time.

4. Will the granting of the variance be detrimental to the public welfare in the 
neighborhood in which the property is located?

No, the granting of this variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare of the 
neighborhood. In fact, the proposed fence design piggybacks from the intent of existing 
regulations, specifically those regarding sight triangles. The placement and structure of the 
fence have been thoughtfully planned to provide clear lines of sight for Dawn and Wayne 
while leaving and returning to their house on E Shady Lane.
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 5

Application Questions (4/4)

5. Will the proposed variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property or substantially increase the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or 
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood?

No, the proposed variance will not impair the supply of light or air to adjacent properties, 
nor will it increase the risk of fire, endanger public safety, or negatively affect property 
values within the neighborhood. The design of the fence maintains appropriate setbacks and 
clearances, ensuring no obstruction of airflow, sunlight, or emergency access.

Additionally, the adjacent neighbors, Dawn and Wayne, have expressed their full support 
for the proposed variance, as outlined in the signed letter included with this application (See 
Attachment: Neighbor’s Approval Letter). Their support further affirms that the variance will 
not create any adverse impact on neighboring properties or the overall character of the area.
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Page 6

Letter of Explanation

Dear Members of the Zoning Board,

We are writing to request a variance for the construction of a privacy fence at our home located 
at 500 N Bradley Ave. We purchased this property in June 2024 with the goals of building a safe, 
welcoming home to raise our family. However, the current zoning regulations make it difficult 
to create a secure and functional backyard space given the unique placement of our property and 
house in relation to our neighbors.

As shown in the attached diagram (Figure 1: Proposed Variance), our request includes a privacy 
fence that would slightly exceed current setback rules in order to enclose a more usable portion 
of our backyard. The design also incorporates a modified sight triangle (see Figure 1.2) to main-
tain safe lines of visibility at the intersection of E Shady Lane and N Bradley Avenue.

Under current regulations, we are only able to fence in less than 25% of our yard. The proposed 
variance would nearly double that amount, increasing usability to approximately 45% while still 
preserving public safety and ample sight lines for our neighbors at 706 E Shady Ln.

This request is based on circumstances unique to our lot. The placement of our home, relative 
to both the property boundaries and adjacent house, is not typical of others in the same zoning 
classification. While many corner lots are able to accommodate privacy fences that enclose the 
majority of their usable ‘backyard’ space, our property layout leaves us disproportionately re-
stricted under current guidelines.

The need for this variance extends past simple preference. It is a matter of safety, functionality, 
and peace of mind. Since moving in, we have faced multiple concerning incidents:

•	 A dog from a neighboring property attacked the mail carrier, resulting in a month-long pause 
in mail service.

•	 Neighboring children have frequently engaged in unsafe behavior, including throwing knives 
at one another and objects at our home.

•	 Several domestic disturbances have required police presence at neighboring addresses.

As I state in our Variance Application, we are excited to begin our family after our upcoming 
wedding and want to ensure that our future children have a secure space to play and grow. The 
current fence regulations would either force us to use weaker fencing materials or drastically 
reduce the usable yard space. Neither of which supports a safe environment for children or peace 
of mind for us as future parents. Additionally, our neighbors, Dawn and Wayne at 706 E Shady 
Lane, fully support this proposed variance. A signed letter of support from them is included with 
this application.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

The Future Lees, Meghan & Brandon
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 7

Attachment: Neighbor’s Approval Letter

To the Members of the Zoning Board,

I, Dawn Page, resident & owner of 706 E Shady Lane, are writing to express our support for the 
proposed fence variance submitted by Brandon & Meghan at 500 N Bradley Ave.

I have reviewed their plans and have no objections to the location, height, or materials of the 
proposed fence variance. I believe the project will not impact the overall integrity of the neigh-
borhood or impede on our lines of sight as we enter or leave our driveway.

Please feel free to contact us if further information is needed.

Sincerely,

Dawn Page

706 E Shady Lane
Harrisonville, MO 64701
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 8

Figures
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Figure 1: Proposed Variance

Figure 1.2: Detailed View of
Proposed Sight Triangle Variance
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 9

Figures

Figure 2: Sightline Visualization

Average size of  SUVs
in 20251 w⁄ simulated
field of view.

Citations:

1 https://www.extraspace.com/blog/self-storage/average-car-dimensions/
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 10

Figures

Figure 3: Full Yard Space - Boundary View - 500 N Bradley Ave
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 11

Figures

Figure 4: Usable Space w/ Current Regulations - Boundary View - 500 N Bradley Ave
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Variance Application - 500 N Bradley

Brandon Lee & Meghan Bussard Page 12

Figures

Figure 5:  Proposed Variance - Boundary View - 500 N Bradley Ave
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                                                                                              Page 2 of 3                                                                         Rev. May 2023  

Please Answer Following Questions 

The BZA may approve a variance to the provisions of the Zoning and Subdivision Regulations, but only as allowed by the 
regulations and only when it has made findings based upon evidence presented to it in specific cases.  Section 405.615 (A) 
Standards  
 
1. Can the property in question yield a reasonable return if used only under the regulations governing the zoning district 

in which it is located? 
 
Applicant Response:             

              

               

 
2. Is the plight of the owner due to unique circumstances?  (Unique circumstances include, but are not limited to, the 

shape, topographical conditions, or physical surroundings of the property.) 
 
Applicant Response:             

               

               

3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the character of the locality and/or neighborhood? 
Applicant Response:             

              

              

For the purpose of supplementing the above standards and in determining whether there are practical difficulties or hardships, 
the BZA shall also take into consideration the extent to which the following facts have been established by the evidence.  
Section 405.615 (B) 

 
1. If the strict letter of the regulation is carried out, will the physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the 

specific property create a hardship for the owner as distinguished from a mere inconvenience? 
 
Applicant Response:             

              

              

2. Do the reasons for his variance apply just to this property or generally to other properties in the same zoning 

classification? 

Applicant Response:             

              

              

 
3. Has the alleged difficulty or hardship been created by any person having an interest in the property at any time after May 

13, 1991, the effective date of this Chapter? 
 

Applicant Response:             
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4. Will the granting of the variance be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood in which the property is 

located? 

Applicant Response:             

              

              

 
5. Will the proposed variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or substantially increase the 

danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood? 

Applicant Response:             

              

              

 
 

Resources 

 City Website  www.ci.harrisonville.mo.us 

 Zoning Map    https://www.ci.harrisonville.mo.us/documentcenter/view/6182 

 Zoning Regulations  https://www.ecode360.com/27908265 

 Subdivision Regulations  https://www.ecode360.com/27909481 

 Cass County GIS Map   https://cassgis.integritygis.com/h5/index.html?viewer=cass 

         

Contacts 

City Hall, 300 E. Pearl, Harrisonville, MO 64701 (816) 380-8900           Fax (816) 380-8910 

      John Morris                         Building Official (816) 380-8917      jmorris@harrisonville.com 

      Christina Stanton                Community Development Director (816) 380-8922      cstanton@harrisonville.com 

      Jamie Martin                       Administrative Secretary (816) 380-8958      jmartin@harrisonville.com 

Public Works Department, 201 W. Chestnut, Harrisonville, MO 64701                   Fax (816) 380-3997 

     Carl Brooks                          Director of Public Works (816) 380-8964      cbrooks@harrisonville.com 

      Ted Martin                          City Engineer (816) 380-8964      tmartin@harrisonville.com 
         

For Office Use Only 

Case No: _______________________       Filing Fee.  Amount Paid: $ _______________  Date:  ___________________________ 

Date Application Received: _______________________                          BZA Meeting Date: _______________________________ 

Note: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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300 E. Pearl Street, P.O. Box 367 • Tel: 816-380-8900 • Fax: 816-380-8906 • Harrisonville, MO  64701 

 

 
To:  Board of Zoning Adjustments 
 
From:  Christina Stanton, AICP, Director of Community Development 
 
Date:  November 10, 2025 
 
Re: Appl. #VAR-25-004—Variance of Section 405. 405.325.B, C, D and E and Section 

405.565.E.3 to allow for a gravel display lot for storage sheds on property located at 
103 S. Commercial Street 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Applicant: Philip Carselosey, with BPS Advisors, LLC 
 
Requested Actions:  Approval of requested variance of Section 405.325.B, C, D and E and Section 

405.565.E.3 to allow for a gravel display lot for the placement of storage sheds on 
property located at 103 S. Commercial Street 

 
Date of Application:  October 14, 2025 
 
PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 405.610 of the City’s Code, the Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) 
“may decide that there are practical difficulties or particular hardship in the way of carrying out 
the strict letter of these regulations”.  The BZA “may grant variances from the provisions of this 
Chapter in harmony with its general purpose and intent” based upon the standards listed in 
Section 405.615, which are listed below in staff’s analysis.  The concurring vote of four (4) 
members of the Board is required for approval of a variance. 
 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is seeking variances to the setbacks and lot coverage requirements for the Service 
Business (C-2) District, Section 405.325.B, C, D, and E; and the “hard surface requirement”, 
Section 405.565.E.3.  The applicant intends to gravel the entire lot to utilize the site as a display 
location for storage sheds. 
 
PREVIOUS ACTIONS 
 
Required legal notices have been issued. 
 

• 1940—Old parcel data from the County shows that a 3,000 sqft. warehouse was 
constructed on this property some time in 1940. 

• September 20, 1978—The Board of Aldermen approved Zoning Ordinance #1194, which 
created the Service Business (C-3) District.  In 1978, under the C-3 District, the front 
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setback was 15-feet and the side and rear setbacks were only required when the property 
abutted “a District R-1A to C-O inclusive”. 

• May 13, 1991—The Board of Aldermen approved various changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance by Ordinance #1825.  The C-3 District setbacks changed to 35-feet for the front 
yard and the side setback was 15-feet and the rear setback was 25-feet. 

• January 11, 1993—The Board of Aldermen approved Zoning Ordinance #1930, which 
eliminated Central Business (C-2) District and changed all references from C-3 to C-2 for 
the Service Business District. 

• May 21, 2021—Code Enforcement was made aware of the condition of the property and 
opened case #VAB-21-0006. 

• September, 2022—The building, having been deemed a vacant/abandoned/blighted 
building, was demolished (permit #22372). 
 

KEY ISSUES 
 
The property is currently zoned Service Business (C-2) District. 
 
Section 405.325 includes the height and area regulations for the C-2 District.  The required 
setbacks are as follows:   
“B.  Front yard. A front yard of not less than thirty-five (35) feet shall be provided. 
C. Side yards. There shall be a side yard on each side of not less than fifteen (15) feet on each side 
of a building. 
D. Rear yard. The depth of the rear yard shall be at least fifteen (15) feet.” 
 
Additionally, Section 405.325.E states that “the lot coverage shall not exceed eighty-five percent 
(85%)”.  Section 405.565.E.3 contains the City’s “hard surface requirement”.  Specifically, 
subsection a. states:  “All parking areas and drives, expect as specifically provided for in this 
Subsection E.3.a., shall be ready for use upon occupying a building and shall be surfaced with a 
minimum of two (2) inches of hot-mix concrete on a minimum four (4) inch compacted stone base 
or Portland cement concrete paving of equal strength (the “hard surface requirement”).  All such 
drives and off-street areas used by vehicles, except those serving single- and two-family dwellings, 
shall have curbs..”  Section 405.565.E.3.a.(2) provides the following exception for non-residential 
uses:  “Except as required in Subsection E.3.a.(1), above, existing gravel parking lots with a non-
residential use may remain as gravel until a new principal use structure is constructed on the 
property at which time all parking areas shall meet the “hard surface requirement”.  This 
exception shall include a property with a previously approved special use permit condition(s), 
provided the requirements in Subsection E.3.a.(1) are met.” 
 
The lot is very long and narrow and will likely require variances to setbacks to be usable, unless 
combined with the property immediately abutting to the east. 
 
 
The Applicant is seeking a variance to the setbacks and lot coverage requirements for the Service 
Business (C-2) District, Section 405.325.B, C, D, and E; and the “hard surface requirement”, 
Section 405.565.E.3.   
 
Regarding Municipal Code:  405.615 Standards 
 

A. The Board of Zoning Adjustments may vary the provisions of this Chapter as authorized in this 
Section, but only when it shall have made findings based upon evidence presented to it in the 
following specific cases: 
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1.  The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; 
It is unlikely that the property can yield a reasonable return without variances to the 
required setbacks.  However, the applicant has failed to specify the extent (or how much 
of a variance is being requested) of the requested variance(s) which leaves staff to 
assume that he is requesting no setbacks.  Additionally, the attached site plan seems to 
indicate that a variance to the “hard surface requirement” is being requested as well.   
 
2.  The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
This standard typically refers to the shape of the lot, topographical conditions, or other 
unique physical surroundings of the property such as existing utilities.  The lot is 
irregular in shape in that it is a long, narrow lot which previously included a long, 
narrow warehouse building.  Therefore, the plight of the owner in needing variances to 
the required setbacks is due to unique circumstances.  However, staff does not 
recognize unique circumstances for the requested variance of the “hard surface 
requirement”. 
 
3.  The variances, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
The variances, if granted, will alter the essential character of the locality in that the area 
is considered part of the gateway into the downtown Harrisonville community.   

 
B. For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Board of Adjustment shall also, in 

making the determination of whether there are practical difficulties or particular hardship, take 
into consideration the extent to which the following facts, favorable to the applicant, have been 
established by the evidence: 

 
1.  The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific 
property involved would bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a 
mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulation were to be carried out; 
The shape of the property is unique in that it is a long, narrow lot.  The need for the 
variances to the setbacks are due to the narrowness of the long.  All newer 
developments in the area, and even several older ones, are meeting the requirement for 
a “hard surface”.  The requested variance to the “hard surface requirement” is not due 
to the uniqueness of the lot but likely is a financial hardship. 

 
2.  The conditions upon which the petition for variance is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoning classification; 
The conditions upon which the petition for the requested variances to the setbacks 
would not typically be associated with properties of the same zoning classification, as 
most lots are not normally long and narrow.  The conditions upon which the petition for 
the requested variance to the “hard surface requirement” are made can only be 
assumed to be financial since no additional information was provided.  This is a 
requirement for all developments and has been part of the City’s Municipal Code since 
1978. 
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3.  The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person having an interest in 
the property at any time after the effective date of this Chapter; 
The effective date of this chapter was in 1991.  The alleged difficulty or hardship, 
pertaining to the required setbacks, is being caused by the narrowness of the lot in 
question.  The alleged difficulty or hardship, pertaining to the “hard surface 
requirement”, has not been substantiated.   
 
4.  The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood 
in which the property is located; 
The granting of the requested variances, pertaining to setbacks, will not result in a 
detriment to the public welfare in the area provided adequate sight distance is 
maintained.  The granting of the requested variance to the “hard surface requirement” 
has the potential to be detrimental to the public welfare in that the traffic coming off this 
lot, if graveled, would bring said gravel into the right-of-way where it would have the 
potential of being flung by vehicles at other vehicles and potentially causing damage.  
Additionally, there is a concern for the creation of dust from a gravel surface that would 
not be present with a “hard surface” and would be a direct violation of Section 
405.320.C:  “No noise, smoke, radiation, vibration or concussion, heat or glare shall be 
produced that is perceptible outside a building and no dust, fly ash or gas that is toxic, 
caustic or obviously injurious to humans or property shall be produced.” 
 
5.  The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property or substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public safety or 
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 
The proposed variances, pertaining to setbacks, will not impair an adequate supply of 
light or air to adjacent property or substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise 
endanger the public safety (provided adequate sight distance is maintained) nor will it 
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.  The 
proposed variance to the “hard surface requirement” could potentially endanger the 
public safety as discussed above. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
Findings of fact: 

• The “hard surface requirement” has been in the City’s Municipal Code since 1978. 
• Several industrial properties were allowed to utilize gravel over the years for unknown 

reasons since the “hard surface requirement” was part of the City’s Code, but apparently 
was not being enforced on industrially zoned properties. 

• The subject property is zoned Service Business (C-2) District. 
• The subject property is a long, narrow lot. 
• The subject property is very visible as folks coming off of I-49 at MO-2/Mechanic Street 

enter into the heart of the community. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends denial of the requested variances. 
                                                                                                                                                                                      
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Application and Supporting Documentation 
Pictures 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Map 
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