
 

The public may attend the meeting in person or view it online at  

http://pvkansas.com/livestreaming.  

 

 
   PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2023 

7700 MISSION ROAD 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

7:00 P.M. 
 
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

II. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES – July 11, 2023 
 

III. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MEETING SUMMARY 
– August 22, 2023 

 
IV. OLD BUSINESS 

 
V. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
PC2023-112 Conditional use permit for drive-up ATM  
   5368 W. 95th Street 
   Zoning: CP-1 

Applicant: Scott McGregor, Southwind Group 
 

VI. NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

PC2023-110 Site plan for alternate location for standby emergency generator  
   7340 Windsor Street 
   Zoning: R-1B 

Applicant: Julie Schlachter 
 

VII. OTHER BUSINESS 
 

Continued discussion of potential updates to R-2, R-3, R-4, C- and MXD districts  
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

Plans available at City Hall if applicable. 
If you cannot be present, comments can be made by e-mail to 

cityclerk@pvkansas.com  
 
 
*Any Commission members having a conflict of interest, shall acknowledge that conflict prior to 
the hearing of an application, shall not participate in the hearing or discussion, shall not vote on 
the issue, and shall vacate their position at the table until the conclusion of the hearing. 

http://pvkansas.com/livestreaming
mailto:cityclerk@pvkansas.com
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

JULY 11, 2023 
 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on Tuesday, 
July 11, at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 7700 Mission Road. Chair Greg Wolf 
called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. with the following members present: Jonathan 
Birkel, James Breneman, Patrick Lenahan, Melissa Brown, Nancy Wallerstein, and 
Jeffrey Valentino. 
 
The following individuals were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 
Commission: Graham Smith, Multistudio; Nickie Lee, Deputy City Administrator; Greg 
Shelton, Council Liaison; Adam Geffert, City Clerk/Planning Commission Secretary. 
  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Mr. Breneman moved for the approval of the minutes of the May 2, 2023, regular Planning 
Commission meeting. Mrs. Wallerstein seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
Ms. Lee said that there would be follow-up discussions to consider results from the two 
housing forums that were held, as well as a neighborhood design guideline discussion. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
PC2023-108 Renewal of special use permit for the operation of an animal 

daycare facility 
8827 Roe Avenue 

  Zoning: CP-1 
Applicant: Christine Gregory, Queen of Paws Boutique and Spa  

 
Mr. Smith stated that the applicant was requesting the renewal of a special use permit for 
a pet grooming, daycare, and training business located at the 89th and Roe Shops. The 
site is currently zoned CP-1, which allows a variety of retail and service businesses, 
though pet daycare and related non-medical pet services require a special use permit. 
The renewal includes no proposed change in operations or physical facilities on the site.  
 
Queen of Paws first began operating at this location in 2015 as a pet grooming business 
that relocated from its previous location in Prairie Village. In 2016, the Planning 
Commission approved a special use permit to expand the operation to include animal 
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daycare services. This application was renewed in 2018 for a five-year period, and 
authorized care for up to 20 dogs under 20 pounds and up to 15 dogs over 20 pounds for 
daycare at a single time, with other limitations. 
 
Mr. Smith said that the CP-1 zoning district included several performance standards in 
Section 19.18.010 which specifically limit outside activities and noise. The expiring permit 
contained several conditions on the scope, number and size of animals, and coordination 
with other animal care activities in the shopping center to ensure that the performance 
standards for the district were met. The conditions also included limitations on outside 
activities and prohibition of overnight commercial boarding; only medically related 
boarding in the adjacent veterinary office is allowed. The City has received no complaints 
regarding the operations of the animal daycare or for violation of these conditions at this 
property during the five-year renewal period. 
 
Mr. Smith noted that staff recommended renewal of the special use permit for animal 
daycare facilities subject to the previously established conditions: 
 

1. The renewal be for a period of five years, but any expansion or change in 
operations related to animal care beyond this permit shall require amendment of 
the special use permit 

2. The use is limited to the scale and intensity. Specifically: 
a. No more than 20 dogs total at any time, including dog grooming and daycare 

services 
b. No more than 15 dogs over 20 pounds at any time, including dog grooming 

and daycare services 
c. If complaints are received at this level of activity, staff is authorized to 

assess the situation, and work with the applicant to reduce activity so that 
complaints are minimized, and activities and impact remain similar to 
current levels of activity at this location 

d. Indoor activities only – behavioral and socialization; and outdoor activity 
shall be limited as follows: 

i. Only to the 12’ x 130’ grass strip behind the building, and specifically 
excluding any property along the north edge, whether it is owned by 
the subject lot or the adjacent owner 

ii. Only for short periods of time sufficient for the animals to relieve 
themselves 

iii. No more than four animals at any one time 
iv. Clean-up and maintenance of this area shall occur on at least a 

weekly basis 
3. No commercial overnight boarding is permitted unless the special use permit is 

amended. Any coordination with the adjacent veterinary office shall occur within 
the allowed parameters of each business, and not be used to expand the permitted 
operations of either business. 

 
Mrs. Wallerstein recommended that the renewal period of the permit be increased from 
five years to ten. 
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Applicant and business owner Christine Gregory, 10334 Caanan, Overland Park, KS, was 
present to discuss the application. She stated that she was supportive of extending the 
duration of the permit to ten years. 
 
Mr. Wolf opened the public hearing at 7:12 p.m. With no one present to speak, Mr. Wolf 
closed the hearing at 7:13 p.m. 
 
Mr. Valentino made a motion to recommend approval of the renewal of the special use 
permit with staff recommendations for a ten-year term. The motion was seconded by Mrs. 
Wallerstein and passed unanimously. 
 
 
NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
PC2023-107 Exception to neighborhood design standards for windows and 

entrances 
2216 W. 71st Terrace 

  Zoning: R-1B 
Applicant: Gary and Cindy Wainscott 

 
Mr. Smith stated that the property was zoned R-1B and that the neighborhood design 
development standards in Section 19.08.025 of the zoning regulations applied to the 
property, specifically: 
 

1. Windows and Entrances. All elevations shall have window and door opening 
covering at least: 

a. 15% on all front elevations or any street facing side elevation 
b. 8% on other side elevations 
c. 15% on rear elevations 

 
Any molding or architectural details integrated with the window or door opening 
may count for up to three percent of the requirement. 

 
Mr. Smith noted that the standards were intended to break down the volume of the 
buildable area and height into smaller scale masses and to improve the relationship of 
the building to the lot, adjacent buildings, and the streetscape. Garage doors are excluded 
from this count since one of the objectives of the standards is to promote more “human-
scale” design and reduce the emphasis on automobiles. 
 
In this case, the four windows on the front elevation account for approximately 7.35% of 
the wall planes (or 10.35% if the 3% limit for trim and ornamentation associated with the 
windows or doors is included). These wall planes include the front-facing garage, but the 
garage door is specifically excluded. Other transparency on this elevation occurs with the 
front door and with upper-level windows in the wall supporting the staggered pitched roof. 
However, these wall planes are more than 12’ back from the front building line, and neither 
the wall plane nor the windows count towards the requirement. The elevation has varied 
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massing due to the step back of one of the garage bays, gables at two different depths, 
and a larger remainder of the elevation more than 12’ beyond the forward section. 
 
Section 19.06.025(f) of the zoning regulations allows the Planning Commission to grant 
exceptions to the neighborhood design standards based on the following criteria: 
 

1. The exception shall only apply to the design standards in this section, and not be 
granted to allow something that is specifically prohibited in other regulations. 

2. Any exception dealing with the placement of the building is consistent with sound 
planning, urban design and engineering practices when considering the site and 
its context within the neighborhood. 

3. The placement and orientation of the main mass, accessory elements, garages, 
and driveways considers the high points and low points of the grade and locates 
them in such a way to minimize the perceived massing of the building from the 
streetscape and abutting lots. 

4. Any exception affecting the design and massing of the building is consistent with 
the common characteristics of the architectural style selected for the building. 

5. The requested exception improves the quality design of the building and site 
beyond what could be achieved by meeting the standards - primarily considering 
the character and building styles of the neighborhood and surrounding properties, 
the integrity of the architectural style of the proposed building, and the relationship 
of the internal functions of the building to the site, streetscape, and adjacent 
property. 

6. The exception will equally or better serve the design objectives stated in Section 
19.08.025(a) and the intent stated for the particular standard being altered. 

 
Mr. Smith stated that the existing building did not provide transparency or meet design 
standards, and that the proposed elevations associated with the remodel are bringing the 
building further towards compliance. The existing building and proposed remodel have a 
unique architectural character that is appropriate for this lot and context. Further, the 
recessed entry court and upper-level windows (which do not count towards meeting the 
fenestration standard) contribute to the front elevation becoming closer to the intent of the 
standards than the current building. 
 
Mr. Smith said that staff recommended approval of the exception to the neighborhood 
design standards (window and entrance requirements on the front elevation) subject to 
concurrence of the Planning Commission on all criteria and limited to the plans submitted. 
 
Mrs. Wallerstein asked if there were enough windows on the eastern wall plane to meet 
the neighborhood design guidelines. Mr. Lenahan noted only wall planes over 500 square 
feet required architectural details such as windows to break the plane into distinct masses. 
In this case, the wall plane is less than 500 square feet. Ms. Lee added that if the wall 
plane or any other aspect of the design did not meet the guidelines, it would be noted by 
the building official during the permit process. 
 
Applicants and property owners Gary and Cindy Wainscott were present to discuss the 
variance.  
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Ms. Brown made a motion to approve the exception to the neighborhood design 
standards, including recommendations from staff but without a requirement for window 
shutters. The motion was seconded by Mr. Valentino and passed unanimously. 
 
 
PC2023-109 Site plan for monument sign 

3500 W. 75th Street 
  Zoning: C-0 

Applicant: Ron Shaffer, RLS Architects   
 
Mr. Smith said that the applicant was requesting approval of a monument sign for a 0.9-
acre site and office building on the southwest corner of 75th Street and Windsor Street. 
The sign will replace an existing monument sign that is currently located on a low wall 
near the entrance of the building. The wall will remain, but the sign will be removed. The 
proposed sign will be a more traditional monument sign located in a reconfigured 
landscape island on the corner of 75th Street and Windsor Street. The property is zoned 
C-O, Commercial Office District, and includes an approximately 18,000 square foot office 
building with multiple tenants.  
 
Mr. Smith stated that all monument signs required approval by the Planning Commission 
and have the following specific standards for signs in nonresidential districts: 
 

• One sign per street frontage  

• 20 square feet maximum  

• 5’ high maximum 

• 3’ setback from all property lines or 12’ from street, whichever is greater, with 
associated landscape plan to integrate sign into site and soften appearance of 
structural elements  

• Base under at least 75% of sign structure, and materials that complement the 
building or other site elements 

 
The new sign is 20 square feet (excluding the ornamental brick structure which includes 
the address numbers). It is located on an 8” high brick base with a 5’, 4” side ornamental 
column. The brick will be painted to correspond with the building colors.  
 
Mr. Smith noted that the application did not include any indication of whether the sign will 
be illuminated, so the assumption is that it will not. The sign is proposed in a landscape 
area associated with the southeast corner of the parking lot, reconfigured to 
accommodate the sign, landscape, and comply with corner sight distance standards. One 
parking stall will be removed from the east side of the property, but the site will still comply 
with parking requirements. Mr. Smith added that the applicant would need to provide a 
planting plan for review by the city planning consultant’s landscape architect prior to sign 
permits.  
 
The sign meets all standards; however, prior to the Planning Commission approval the 
applicant shall confirm three items that can impact further processing of the sign permits:  
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1. The applicant shall provide a detailed landscape plan approved by the city prior to 

permitting 
2. Confirm if the sign will be illuminated, and if so, how (details and specifications may 

be part of construction permits, provided it meets all City standards) 
3. The monument signs shall require dimensioned drawings prior to permits, subject 

to approval by Public Works regarding sight clearance at intersections 
 
Mr. Smith said that the application met all standards, and staff recommended approval of 
the proposed monument sign, subject to clarification of the above three items prior to 
Planning Commission approval, and subject to administrative permits confirming any of 
these details meet city standards, specifications, and construction codes. 
 
Ron Shaffer of RLS Architects, 4011 Homestead Drive, was present to discuss the 
application. He noted that the resubmitted drawings included a landscape plan, 
dimensions, and lighting which met City standards. 
 
Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the site plan with recommendations from staff. 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Birkel and passed unanimously. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business to come before the Commission, Mr. Wolf adjourned the meeting 
at 7:56 p.m.   
 
 
Adam Geffert 
City Clerk/Planning Commission Secretary 



PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION SUMMARY  

AUGUST 22, 2023  

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in work session on Tuesday, 
August 22, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 7700 Mission Road. Chair Greg 
Wolf called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. with the following members present: Jon 
Birkel, James Breneman, Patrick Lenahan, Melissa Brown, Jeffrey Valentino and Nancy 
Wallerstein.  
 
The following individuals were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 
Commission: Chris Brewster, Multistudio; Wes Jordan, City Administrator; Nickie Lee, 
Deputy City Administrator; Mitch Dringman, Building Official; and Greg Shelton, Council 
Liaison. 
 
Below is a summary of the discussion. A video of the full discussion can be found at 
https://www.pvkansas.com/governing-body/city-council/city-council-meeting-streaming.  
 
INTROUDCTION AND PRESENTATION  

Mr. Wolf welcomed the Planning Commission and members of the public in attendance.  
 

Planner Chris Brewster began his presentation titled “Housing Policy – Work Session 1” 
(attached). The presentation began with an overview of Zoning 101 General Practice 
and the Comprehensive Plan. The inputs for this presentation were the Comprehensive 
Plan, prior City Council and Planning Commission discussions, the Ad Hoc Housing 
Committee Recommendations, the public forums, and the associated survey.  
 

After reviewing a summary of the survey results, Chris Brewster reviewed options within 

each zoning district as shown in the presentation. 

• R-2: Options are no change, or to allow more “house scaled” options 

• R-3 and R-4: Options are no change, create greater distinctions in scale/intensity 

between the districts, or improve criteria for planned applications. 

• R-2, R-3 and R-4 Design standards: Options are no change, consider similar 

approach to R-1A and R-1B, more defined site plan/architectural review, or 

incorporate into a “planned zoning” approach 

• C-0, C-1, C-2, and MXD: Options are no change, target C-0 residential options, 

consider residential in C-1 and C-2, and improve criterial for planned applications 

 

DISCUSSION 
The Planning Commissioners discussed each section individually; a summary of the 
discussion is below. 
 

https://www.pvkansas.com/governing-body/city-council/city-council-meeting-streaming


R-2 & RP-2 (Duplexes) 

• Commissioner Valentino opened the discussion by sharing he wanted to focus 

more on Commercial areas and not residential. 

• Commissioner Lenehan shared that R-2 districts are such a negligible 

percentage of our City and represents an almost nonexistent market that it hardly 

seems worth bothering with it. 

• The Commission agrees that at this point “No change” is the preferred option. 

 

R-3 & R-4 (Multifamily and Condominiums) 

• Commissioner Lenahan stated that development of more design standards may 
make sense. 

• Commissioner Valentino shared that he wanted similar density and product type 
to what already exists. 

o Planner Chris Brewster informed the Commission that many existing 

projects in R-3 (multifamily) would not meet current standards if built 

today. The Commission requested additional information about which 

existing projects do not meet current standards and which standards 

specifically would need to be adjusted to accommodate such projects. 

Staff will bring back at a later meeting. 

• Commissioner Brown shared that part of the charge is to look ahead and make 

sure we aren’t missing opportunities. If we keep the current code, are we 

presenting an adequate buffet for builders and developers to do work in these 

districts? 

• Commissioner Wallerstein asked if anything needs to be adjusted with the current 
process. Could a developer discuss a potential project with the Planning 

Commission? 

o Planner Chris Brewster shared there may be options to doing this in some 

instances. 

• Some discussion occurred about the pros and cons of using planned “P” districts, 
such as RP-3 to address some of these standards and issues on a more case by 

case basis. One consideration to keep in mind is to build in a process for 

administrative approval of certain improvements to prevent the applicant from 

needing to go through the whole zoning process again for improvements such as 

a sun room in Mission Pines.  

• The Commission may consider changes in these areas, after receiving and 

reviewing additional information. 

 

C-O, C-1, C-2 and MXD (Commercial and Mixed Use) 

• Commissioner Lenehan shared that the current pattern of commercial properties 

seems to work well, and has heard that surrounding infrastructure may not 



support additional commercial areas which could also cause parking and traffic 

issues. 

• Commissioner Valentino shared that the commercial areas are the best 
opportunity for expansion and supports bullets two, three and four from the “C-O, 

C-1, C-2, & MXD” slide. 

• Commissioner Wallerstein asked what Village Vision 2.0 states for mixed use, 
and wants to ensure we are referring back to the comprehensive plan. 

• Commissioner Birkel agreed with Lenahan that in some areas the infrastructure 
including sewer and water lines may not have the capacity for projects. 

• Commissioner Brown referred back to R-1, wondering if the Planning 
Commission should be more proactive to generate different housing types such 

as through a change from R-1 to R-2. 

• City Administrator Jordan shared an example from staff’s perspective of a 
conversation with a developer where we may want to communicate with them the 

door is open for residential. Right now there may be too many unknowns in that 

conversation. 

• Commissioner Brown asked for additional examples of projects, such as Mission 

Farms in Leawood. Chairman Wolf asked if there were any real downsides to 

these changes. 

• Commissioner Lenahan shared that there were two tiers of commercial districts: 
The Prairie Village Shops/Corinth Square and other districts. The “character 

defining” districts could be treated differently than other districts. 

• The Commission agreed there were opportunities in the Commercial and Mixed 
Use areas for expanded residential. 

• Staff shared the next discussion would likely be in October. The September 
meeting could be used to discuss the neighborhood design guidelines. Several 

Commissioners will be out of town for the September meeting. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. Wolf adjourned the meeting at 8:00 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

Meeting summary completed by Nickie Lee, Deputy City Administrator, 8/25/2023 



Planning Commiss ion

August  22,  2023

Housing Pol icy  –  Work Sess ion 1

Agenda 
Continuation from 10/25/22,12/6/22 , 2/7/23, 4/4/23

▪ Status Review

▪ Public Forum Summary

▪ Planning Commission Discussion



Zoning Ordinance Updates

1. Discussion / Public engagement

(Option: dependent on issues)

2. Notice - public

3. Planning Commission public hearing

4. Planning Commission recommendation

5. City Council meeting 

6. Decision

Zoning Map Change (Rezoning)

1. Development application

2. Notice - property owners +  public 

3. Neighborhood engagement meeting

4. Planning Commission public hearing

5. Planning Commission recommendation

6. City Council meeting

7. Decision

Zoning 101 – General Practice

Housing Policy Discussion



Zoning Ordinance Updates

1. Discussion / Public engagement

(Option: dependent on issues)

2. Notice - public

3. Planning Commission public hearing

4. Planning Commission recommendation

5. City Council meeting 

6. Decision

Zoning Map Change (Rezoning)

1. Development application

2. Notice - property owners +  public 

3. Neighborhood engagement meeting

4. Planning Commission public hearing

5. Planning Commission recommendation

6. City Council meeting

7. Decision

Zoning 101 – General Practice

Housing Policy Discussion



❑ Comprehensive Plan:  Village Vision 2.0

❑ City Council & Planning Commission Preliminary 

Discussions

❑ Ad Hoc Housing Committee Recommendation

❑ Public Forum

▪ June 22 Open House

▪ July 13 Open House

▪ On-line (and in-person) Surveys

❑ PC Work Session(s)

Inputs



Comprehensive Plan – Village Vision 2.0 

Development Principles: Neighborhoods

▪ Diversify housing options

▪ Maintain integrity of PV neighborhoods

Policy Plans: Public Space & Land Use

▪ Reinforce existing neighborhood patterns

• Suburban neighborhoods (primarily large lot SF)

• Traditional neighborhoods (primarily narrow-lot SF)

• Village Neighborhoods (broad range of housing types)

• Activity centers (accessory office & residential)

▪ Strengthen neighborhood design

• Prioritize well-designed streetscapes

• Compatible range of small- and moderate-scaled building types

• Relationships of housing to streetscape and surrounding property

Housing Policy Discussion



Planning Commission Discussions

▪ October 25, 2022

Introduction:  Housing policy and current 

residential districts

▪ December 6, 2022  

Discussion:  Key housing policy terms, zone 

district issue, and public engagement options

▪ February 7, 2023

Update on City Council direction and Ad Hoc 

Committee recommendation

▪ April 4, 2023

Preview / discussion of approach to public 

engagement

Housing Policy Discussion



Planning Commission Priorities

1. R-1A / R-1B:  Revise ADUs standards?

2. R-1A / R-1B or R-2:  Improve process for small lot house 

patterns (“planned” applications)?

3. R-2:  Allow duplexes on smaller lots? 

4. R-2, R-3 & R-4:  Promote row house, tri-plex, or quad-plex 

building types?

5. R-3, R-4, & C- districts:  Enable small-scale, higher density 

apartment buildings?

6. C-O, C-1, C-2, or MXD:  Allow residential and/or mixed-use 

building types?

Image Concept by Wes JordanHousing Policy Discussion



Public Forum Summary

Stations and Boards

▪ Introduction:  Comp Plan and Current Zone District 

Standards

▪ Housing Options: Range of Type, Scale, & Format

▪ District-specific Issues / Opportunities

▪ Neighborhood Design

▪ Where are we at?

▪ What could change / shouldn’t change?

▪ How could change occur?

Housing Policy Discussion



Public Forum Summary

Questionnaire Responses

▪ Total responses:  523

▪ Paper – 84

▪ Online - 439

▪ Approximately 60% completion rate for online (i.e. 35%  to 45% 

did not complete all questions and just filled in open comments.)

▪ 32% provided comments to Q7 (“other concerns”) and 40% 

provided comments to Q11 (“additional comments”)

▪ Where are we at?

▪ What could change / shouldn’t change?

▪ How could change occur?

Housing Policy Discussion



Public Forum Summary

Housing Policy Discussion
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Public Forum Summary



Public Forum Summary

Open-ended Comments

Q11:  Additional Comments

▪ 212 respondents (40.5% of the 523)

▪ 76 mentioned wanting no change

▪ 53 discussed housing options – 47 were pro/interested; 7 

were against/concerned

▪ 49 discussed building massing and design

▪ 40 discussed impacts such as infrastructure, parking, safety.

▪ 15 discussed walkability and bike ability

▪ 7 discussed themes on the natural environment

▪ 51 discussed things not related to the questions or the open 

house topics

Q7:  Other Concerns Not Listed

▪ 126 respondents (31.7% of the 523)

▪ 28 mentioned wanting no change

▪ 22 discussed housing options – 11 were pro/interested; 11 

were against/concerned

▪ 37 discussed building massing and design

▪ 24 discussed impacts such as infrastructure, parking, safety.

▪ 9 discussed walkability and bike ability

▪ 9 discussed themes on the natural environment

▪ 16 discussed things not related to the questions or the open 

house topics

Housing Policy Discussion



R-2

Options

❑ No change

❑ Allow more “house-scaled” options:

o Detached houses (smaller lots, courtyard patterns, etc.)

o Duplexes on smaller lots 

o Row Houses

o Other

Current Standards

▪ 9.6K s.f. lot (4.8K / unit)

▪ 30% max. lot coverage

▪ 2-unit buildings only; (1-unit buildings comply with R-1A – 10K s.f. lots)

▪ 1,100 s.f. minimum unit size

▪ 35’ / 2.5 story max. height

Housing Policy Discussion



R-3 & R-4

Options

❑ No change

❑ Create greater distinctions in scale / intensity between R-3 / R-4

o Units / acre

o Lot size / project scale

o Lot coverage

o Height

o Other building type / scale standards

❑ Improve criteria for planned applications

Current Standards

▪ 2.5K s.f. / unit (R-3); 3.5K s.f. / unit (R-4)

▪ 20% max. lot coverage (R-2); 30% (R-4, and elsewhere in R-3)

▪ 35’ / 2.5 story max. height

Housing Policy Discussion



R-2, R-3, & R-4 Design

Options

❑ No change

❑ Consider similar approach as R-1A & R-1B

o Streetscape

o Frontages (building placement, landscape, 

car/access/parking limits)

o Building Massing (wall planes, blank wall limits, 

transparency)

o Site plan review for exceptions

❑ More defined site plan review / architectural review

❑ Incorporate into “planned zoning” approach

Current Standards

▪ No standards

Housing Policy Discussion



Current Standards

▪ C-O

• Residential buildings follow R-1 – R-3 standards

• Nonresidential height limit 35’

▪ C-1 & C-2 – no residential uses permitted

▪ MXD – few standards; subject to discretionary plan approvals

C-O, C-1, C-2, & MXD

Options

❑ No change

❑ Target C-O residential options to more compact / walkable (i.e. 

monitor R-2 through R-4 updates)

❑ Consider residential in C-1 or C-2

o Only if mixed-use project / building

o Residential only as part of broader mix of uses in district / center

❑ Improve criteria for planned applications (MXD and/or residential in C-

1 or C-2)

Housing Policy Discussion



Zoning Ordinance Updates

1. Discussion / Public engagement

(Option: dependent on issues)

2. Notice - public

3. Planning Commission public hearing

4. Planning Commission recommendation

5. City Council meeting 

6. Decision

Housing Policy Discussion



Planning Commiss ion

August  22,  2023

H o u s i n g  Po l i c y  –  Wo r k  Se s s i o n  1

Discussion



 

 

 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 TO: Prairie Village Planning Commission 
FROM: Chris Brewster, Multistudio, Planning Consultant 
DATE: October 3, 2023, Planning Commission Meeting   

 
Application: PC 2023-112 

Request: Conditional Use Permit – Drive-up Automated Teller 
Machine. 

Action: A Conditional Use Permit requires the Planning 
Commission to evaluate the facts and circumstances 
of a specific request and determine if those facts meet 
the criteria necessary for approval.  

  

Property Address: 5358 W 95th Street, Prairie Village, KS 

Applicant: Scott McCleary, Southwind Group; Monterey Partners 
LLC 

Current Zoning and Land Use: CP-1 – Planned Restricted Business 

Surrounding Zoning; Use: North: CP-1 Planned Restricted Business– Office 
 East: CP-1 Planned Restricted Business – Office / 

Restaurant  
 South: CP-2 Commercial (Overland Park, KS) – Retail 
 West: CP-1 Planned Restricted Business  - Office / 

Retail 

Legal Description: (meets and bounds) 

Property Area: 4.08 acres (177,794.63 sq. ft.) 

Related Case Files: PC 2021-117 - Preliminary Development Plan in CP-1 
Zoning 

 PC 2021-117 Final – Final Development Pan – Exterior 
remodel; partial building replacement; and playground 

Attachments: Application, and final development plan 



STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2023-112 

 October 3, 2023 - Page 2 

 
General Location Map 

 

 
 

Aerial Map 
 

 
 
 
 

  



STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2023-112 

 October 3, 2023 - Page 3 

 
 
 

Site 
 

 
 
 

Street Views 
 

 
 

Street view looking northwest at the parking area and building frontage from W. 95th Street 



STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2023-112 

 October 3, 2023 - Page 4 

 

 

Street view looking north at from W. 95th Street at the proposed ATM location prior to construction. 

 

 

 

Bird’s eye view of site 



STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2023-112 

 October 3, 2023 - Page 5 

 

BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a drive-up 
automated teller machine (ATM).  The ATM has already been placed in the parking area 
for the shopping center.  It was included on plans associated with the final development 
plan for the exterior remodel, building replacement, and playground, approved by the 
Planning Commission in 2021.  The ATM and required CUP was not included in those 
plans, but was on subsequent permit set plans reviewed and approved by the City.  At 
the time of city-approval of these drawings, it was not caught that the ATM was not on 
prior plans and that it did not have the required CUP approval. 
 
This application is to review the drive-up service ATM according to the CUP criteria, and 
issue the appropriate permit provided all criteria are met. 
 
The prior associated application reviewed by the Planning Commission in August and 
September 2021 was for the partial tear down of an existing building, construction of a 
new 2-story building, cosmetic changes to all existing buildings, and associated site 
improvements, for the property which is zoned CP-1, Planned Restricted Business.  The 
uses included a child care center and tenant spaces for retail, service and office uses.  
The plan also included a playground, reconfiguration of outside courtyard spaces, some 
parking reconfiguration / reconstruction, and associated landscape. 
 
The Planning Commission approved the preliminary and final development plan subject 
to conditions – all of which have been met, and the only outstanding issue is the fact 
that the ATM was submitted, reviewed, and approved with permit documents without 
approval of the required conditional use permit. 
 
The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on September 26th, 2023, in accordance with 
the City’s Resident Participation Policy, and has provided background on the meeting to 
supplement the application.   

 
ANALYSIS: 
 
The property is zoned CP-1 Planned Restricted Business District.  The zoning ordinance 
allows accessory drive-up service areas for non-food and beverage businesses, but 
requires a Conditional Use Permit, reviewed by the Planning Commission.  The permit 
application is accompanied by a site plan. 

Conditional Use Permit.  According to Section 19.30.030 of the Prairie Village Zoning 
Regulations, the Planning Commission shall consider the following factors to review a 
conditional use permit. 

A. The proposed conditional use complies with all applicable provisions of these 
regulations, including intensity of use regulations, yard regulations, and use 
limitations.  

The CP-1 district provides for low- to moderate-intensity and small-scale 
commercial, service and office uses as a transition to residential areas.  
Office and service uses such as banks are permitted in this district, and 
accessory drive-up service uses are frequently associated with this use 
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(and other uses permitted in the C-1 district).  There are no alterations 
proposed to the existing building or site; however, the application does 
include accessory structure (service kiosk) with the use.  The structure is 
located on a center island in the parking area and complies with all required 
setbacks and height limits for accessory structures. 

B.   The proposed conditional use meets any specific standards or limitations for the 
particular use listed in this ordinance.  

Drive up services have specific standards that are listed below. 

C.  The proposed conditional use meets all of the site plan review criteria in 19.32.030.  

There are no alterations proposed to the principal building and only minimal 
changes to the proposed site.  The plans propose an accessory structure – a 
service kiosk and canopy – on the center west parking end cap island.  This 
island did not have any landscape elements in it per the approved landscape 
plan.  The application includes a metal, acrylic, and translucent vinyl cabinet 
and canopy structure with a total footprint of approximately 9-feet wide by 8.5’ 
deep (canopy structure) and approximately 10-feet high.  The structure has a 
green, white, and grey color scheme, and the canopy includes LED 
downlighting for security, directed on the service area.  Since it is situated in 
the center of a commercial parking lot, and bordered by commercial buildings, 
there are not any sensitive borders associated with this drive-up service. 
addition to the site plan does not significantly impact the site plan criteria in 
19.32.030 with respect to the overall site, other than specifically noted in criteria 
D. immediately below. 

D.  The proposed conditional use at the specified location is adequately planned, 
designed, located, and limited to not cause any impacts on the character of the 
area, the public streetscape, or adjacent property, different from any other 
permitted use.   

The site is located in a larger commercial center and is part of a planned 
commercial development.  The drive-up service area is located a commercial 
parking area and is bounded by commercial buildings on most sides.  It is 
setback approximately 75 feet from 95th Street and is not prominent in this 
setting, and does not create any other impacts on the character different from 
the generally permitted uses or the prior approved site and landscape plan. 

E.  In meeting these criteria, the Planning Commission may place additional 
conditions that it deems appropriate to ensure that the criteria are met based on 
the particular context, site, or plan. 

See staff recommendations below. 

Section 19.30.050.C also has the following specific criteria for drive-up service areas: 

1.  The service area and any circulation or stacking areas are designed and located 
in a way that minimizes impacts on any adjacent residential uses.  This may include 
locating the service area at a remote part of the site, using enhanced screening 
and buffering of service areas, limiting the hours of operation and anticipated peak 
times of the operations, or demonstrating other operational or technical controls 
that will clearly meet the City’s noise ordinance standards.  
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The drive-up service area is internal to a large commercial site and will not have 
impacts on adjacent property.  It does not include any audio prompts and the 
lighting is directed to the service area or otherwise integrated with the overall 
parking and site lighting.  It is in an area designed for vehicle and service 
access and screening of this area from the perimeter was already included in 
the approved landscape and streetscape plan associated with the prior 
application. 

2.   The access and circulation do not present any disruption to surrounding traffic 
patterns in the street, any pedestrian access points to the site, or along the 
streetscape beyond ordinary vehicular access.  

The drive-up service proposed is generally appropriate considering the 
orientation of this site, and current access and circulation patterns.  While it is 
possible that queuing vehicles could block a parking area, this situation is likely 
self-managed – any occurrences would only be occasional, and cars can 
maneuver to avoid this situation in the larger context of the parking lot and 
circulation patterns.  The service area and vehicle circulation associated with it 
does not cross any designated pedestrian areas or otherwise include areas that 
are not already designed for vehicle circulation.   The operations are all internal 
to the site and will not have any impact on adjacent uses or public streets.    

Public Works and the Fire District have reviewed the plan and do not have any 
access, circulation or public safety concerns.   

3.   No food or beverage services are permitted.  Drive-through retail food and 
beverage services require a special use permit according to the procedures and 
criteria in Section 19.28. 

The proposal is for an automated teller machine with no retail food or 
beverages. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The application meets the criteria for conditional use permits for drive-up service areas, 
and is consistent with the approved preliminary development plan, final development 
plan, and landscape plan.  Staff recommends approval. 
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Generator Studio, LLC        generatorstudio.com       1615 Baltimore Ave – Kansas City, MO 64108       816-333-6527 

 

 
September 19, 2023 
 
RE:  Conditional Use Permit for Academy Bank ATM at 5368 W 95th St, Prairie Village, Kansas. 
 
 
 
To Whom it may Concern, 
 
Academy Bank has filed an application with the Prairie Village Planning Commission for the construction of a 
new automated drive-up teller machine and stand alone canopy in the property parking lot of redevelopment at 
the northeast corner of 95th and Nall.  
 
The application will be heard by the Planning Commission on Tuesday, October 3, 2023 at 7:00 P.M. in the 
council chambers at the Prairie Village Municipal Building, 7700 Mission Road. 
 
You are invited to attend an informal neighborhood meeting at the site at 5368 W. 95th St, Prairie Village, KS, 
from 5:00-5:30 P.M. on Tuesday, September 26, 2023. 
 
The drawings for the proposed ATM lane and canopy will be presented to you and you will have the opportunity 
to ask questions regarding the project proposal.  
 .   
If you cannot attend and have questions, please contact; 
 
Gretchen Blain 
gretchen@generatorstudio.com 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gretchen Blain 
Sr. Project Manager 
Generator Studio 
 
 

mailto:gretchen@generatorstudio.com




Adam,  
Attached is a copy of the sign in sheet from the neighborhood meeting last night on site.  
 
Steve had no objections to the project. He asked why the project was already under construction. I had 
to clarify that a permit had originally been issued, so construction commenced and that we then were 
going to planning commission.  
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 TO: Prairie Village Planning Commission 
FROM: Chris Brewster, Multistudio, Planning Consultant 
DATE: October 3, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting   

 
Application: PC 2023-110 
 
Request: Site Plan for alternate location for standby emergency 

generator 
 
Action: A Site Plan requires the Planning Commission to apply 

the facts of the application to the standards and criteria 
of the ordinance, and if the criteria are met to approve 
the application.   

 
Property Address: 7340 Windsor Street 
 
Applicant: Julie Schlachter 
 
Current Zoning; Use: R-1B, Single Family Residential; Detached House 
 
Surrounding Zoning; Use: North: R-1B Single Family; Residential 
 East: R-1B Single Family; Residential 
 South:   R-1B Single Family; Residential 
 West: R-1B Single Family; Residential 
 
Legal Description: PRAIRIE VALLEY LOT 20 PVC-0586 0020 
 
Property Area: 8,436.18 s.f. (0.19acres) 
 
Related Case Files: n/a 
 
 

Attachments: Application, Lot Plan 
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General Location Map 

 

 
 

Aerial Map 
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Site 
 
 

 
 

Birdseye 
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Street Views 
 

 
 

Street view looking northwest on Windsor Street at West 74th Street– house oriented to Windsor 
 

 
 

Street view looking north on West 74th Street – proposed generator location. 
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BACKGROUND: 

The applicant is requesting approval of permit for a generator.  The Building Official has 
determined that the proposed location needs to be approved by the Planning Commission 
through the site plan review process, due to the proximity to the adjacent house.   

Permanent standby emergency generators are permitted as an accessory use for any 
single-family dwelling subject to specific conditions and location criteria.  [Prairie Village 
Zoning Ordinance, Section 19.34.040(f)].   The Building Official may require an application 
to the Planning Commission where there are questions or interpretation issues associated 
with the conditions or location criteria. [Section 19.34.040(f)(i.)(6)]. 

In this case there is an interpretation issue associated with the side and rear yard, and 
the proximity to the adjacent house. 

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on September 12th, 2023, in accordance with 
the City’s Resident Participation Policy, and has provided background on the meeting to 
supplement the application.   

 

ANALYSIS: 

Permanent standby generators are permitted in the R-1B zoning district as an accessory 
use to any single-family house.  They are required to “be located in the building envelope 
but no further from five feet from a wall of the principal structure and not in a front or side 
yard.”  [Section 19.34.040(f)(d)].  In this case there are two interpretation issues – first, 
whether the location is the “side yard” or the “rear yard”; and second, regardless of this 
determination whether the proposed location meets the criteria for alternative locations.   
The side yard is generally any yard that is not the front and the rear, and the front of a lot 
is defined as the short side of the lot, unless the Building Official determines otherwise 
based on the context.  [Section 19.02.320 and 19.02.520].   Therefore the 74th Street 
frontage is the front yard unless circumstances determine otherwise.  The house has an 
atypical configuration and is oriented to Windsor Street, which is the short side; the lot is 
also addressed as Windsor Street.  However, the building is positioned similar to other 
buildings along the blocks in relation to the lot, so the home to the west has a side-to-side 
yard relationship, and the home to the north has a rear-tor-rear yard relationship.  This 
circumstance does warrant consideration of the location criteria to allow the generator to 
be placed in a location different from what otherwise may be considered the rear yard, 
regardless of the interpretation.   

As a general rule staff allows side yard locations based on the criteria in Section 
19.34.040(f)(i)(1) through (5), and provided they are sufficient distance from adjacent 
houses.  Due to the proximity of the proposed location to the adjacent house and the 
option of placement on the north side of the house the Building Official is requiring a 
Planning Commission site plan review according to Section 19.34.040(f)(i)(6). 

The relevant criteria for approving alternate locations are: 

(1) There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property 

(2) That adequate distance exists between the location and adjacent property. 

(3) That the proposed location will be adequately screened from the street. 

(4) That the location will not cause adverse impact on adjacent properties. 

https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.02DE_19.02.520YAFR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR
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[Section 19.34.040(f)(i)(1) through (5),] 

The Building Official (or Planning Commission in this case) may place conditions on the 
location to ensure that these criteria are met. 

Criteria (2), (3), and (4) are at issue in this case.  The generator would be closer to the 
adjacent house than is typically allowed in special circumstances; however, this is the 
garage side of the adjacent house, and there are noise mitigating strategies and 
equipment that can minimize any anticipated adverse effects.  This location currently has 
other mechanical equipment serving the house, and there is the opportunity to screen 
these from the 74th Street frontage. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

If the Planning Commission finds that the relevant location criteria are met, staff 
recommends approval of the site plan and proposed alternative location subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. The applicant submits specifications or other equipment information regarding 
noise or noise mitigation, that ensures the equipment is operated within Prairie 
Village noise ordinances or otherwise does not cause adverse impacts.  This 
may include a low-noise generator, and noise shield, or other type of buffer and 
sound barrier. 

2. The location is withing 5 feet of the principal structure. 

3. The equipment is screened with landscape and/or a decorative fence at or 
behind the building line on 74th street; and the equipment is also screened from 
the adjacent property by the same techniques or by equipment casing. 

 

https://library.municode.com/ks/prairie_village/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZORE_CH19.34ACUS_19.34.040ACUSSCPR




From: Julie B Schlachter
To: Adam Geffert
Subject: Fwd: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR STREET
Date: Monday, August 28, 2023 3:21:58 PM

***This is an EXTERNAL email. Please use caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links in unexpected emails or
from unknown senders.***

Julie

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jimmy England <JEngland@teagueelectric.com>
Date: August 24, 2023 at 3:32:36 PM CDT
To: Julie B Schlachter <jschlach822@gmail.com>
Subject: FW: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR
STREET

 <!--[if !supportAnnotations]--><!--[endif]-->

 
From: Mitch Dringman <mdringman@pvkansas.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2023 2:48 PM
To: Ann Garcia <AGarcia@teagueelectric.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340
WINDSOR STREET
 
Ann Garcia,
Although the house faces Windsor east of the house that side is
technically a side yard which makes the west area a side yard.  Also The
plat for lot 20 below (7340 Windsor) defines the side yards .
We do make exceptions for generators in side yards provided they are a
 minimum 20 feet from the neighboring house. Assuming the generator
will set approximately the same as the AC unit on that side I get 15 feet
approximately when measured in JOCO AIMS.
Two options are available

1. Move the generator to the north side of the house behind the
fenced area.

2. Seek planning commission approval.
Thank you
Mitch Dringman
BOPV
913-385-4687

mailto:jschlach822@gmail.com
mailto:ageffert@pvkansas.com
mailto:mdringman@pvkansas.com
mailto:AGarcia@teagueelectric.com
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From: Ann Garcia <AGarcia@teagueelectric.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2023 12:21 PM
To: Mitch Dringman <mdringman@pvkansas.com>
Cc: Jimmy England <JEngland@teagueelectric.com>
Subject: FW: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR STREET
 
***This is an EXTERNAL email. Please use caution. DO NOT open attachments or click
links in unexpected emails or from unknown senders.***
Hello Mitch,

We wanted to clarify this generator location is in the rear of the house not
a side yard. It looks like it failed due to being in the side yard...?

Thank you,

Ann Garcia
Office Admin
Teague Electric
913-529-4600
agarcia@teagueelectric.com
www.teagueelectric.com
12425 W. 92nd St, Lenexa, KS, 66215

mailto:mdringman@pvkansas.com
mailto:AGarcia@teagueelectric.com
mailto:mdringman@pvkansas.com
mailto:JEngland@teagueelectric.com
mailto:agarcia@teagueelectric.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.teagueelectric.com&c=E,1,BPtle_4GYGj0QaP9W2aqgIWJ_LJAAYEhTzELWpwlgdrmD8FFN-mbR6J0EmfxqO0Y6Tfd8fCXgepx6KJu_G4CiQ9vCJ8fSfcvhQ9-hcsdIQ,,&typo=1


P Please consider the environment before printing this email.

-----Original Message-----
From: Jimmy England <JEngland@teagueelectric.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2023 8:55 AM
To: Permits@pvkansas.com
Cc: Ann Garcia <AGarcia@teagueelectric.com>
Subject: RE: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR STREET

This was submitted and not approved saying the generator was in a side
yard. We resubmitted again to clarify that this is not the side yard, the
generator location proposed is in the rear yard.

This property faces windosr st.

Please review this again and let us know if we can move forward. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Garcia <AGarcia@teagueelectric.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 8, 2023 9:20 AM
To: Permits <Permits@pvkansas.com>
Cc: Jimmy England <JEngland@teagueelectric.com>
Subject: FW: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR STREET

Good Morning,

I was wondering if I could get the attached location approved for a
generator install? 

Thank you,

Ann Garcia
Office Admin
Teague Electric
913-529-4600
agarcia@teagueelectric.com
www.teagueelectric.com
12425 W. 92nd St, Lenexa, KS, 66215

P Please consider the environment before printing this email.

-----Original Message-----
From: Jimmy England <JEngland@teagueelectric.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 8, 2023 8:54 AM

mailto:JEngland@teagueelectric.com
mailto:Permits@pvkansas.com
mailto:AGarcia@teagueelectric.com
mailto:AGarcia@teagueelectric.com
mailto:Permits@pvkansas.com
mailto:JEngland@teagueelectric.com
mailto:agarcia@teagueelectric.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.teagueelectric.com&c=E,1,yF4YXYt7XwZvby-BLKXYkeT-nOSiGM-gNxvXfLNw1tsScI2uU6Pj1Sf4uqPpaNTwuIi1aaxRV5R1gmawCNF8pRAIjFnUlbBPt1kXNLa7Z3Irg2SBC6mDTDNLfac,&typo=1
mailto:JEngland@teagueelectric.com


To: Ann Garcia <AGarcia@teagueelectric.com>
Cc: Lynda Crable <LCrable@teagueelectric.com>
Subject: RE: BID ACCEPTED: JOB SCHLACHTER (E) 7340 WINDSOR STREET

Jimmy England
Vice President
Teague
913-529-4600 | 913-927-0007
jengland@teagueelectric.com
www.teagueelectric.com
12425 W. 92nd St, Lenexa, KS, 66215

mailto:AGarcia@teagueelectric.com
mailto:LCrable@teagueelectric.com
mailto:jengland@teagueelectric.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.teagueelectric.com&c=E,1,NJo5kaemTbAXCBqcIDIbbaAkSkA91RBIWzDhF4BDYzLNs3qTi951N_Iv-c9659uC6zFecf_qvBxniazED8P6qzbwNRWZcfcj4z8IiUR05QE,&typo=1
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DISCUSSION MEMO 
 
 

 TO: Prairie Village Planning Commission 
 FROM: Chris Brewster, Multistudio, Planning Consultant 
 DATE: October 3, 2023 Planning Commission Work Session  

 
 

The Planning Commission held a work session on August 22, 2023 to discuss next 
steps on housing policies related to Village Vision 2.0, and the specific task of 
considering updates to R-2, R-3, R-4, C-, and MXD districts to integrate housing 
options.  This work session was a direct follow-up to the public forums held on June 22, 
2023 and July 13, 2023. 
 
The direction of the Planning Commission based on the August 22, 2023 work session 
was: 
 

• R-2 district 
o  Monitor if changes are needed to be a better transition between R-1 and 

R-3 districts, but no specific changes identified. 

• R-3 and R-4 districts 
o Inventory some R-3 or R-4 properties to evaluate non-compliance with 

current district standards 
o Consider updates to the code to reflect the scale and intensity of what is 

currently in this district. 
o Use “planned applications” or future rezoning to –P designations for any 

redevelopment of different types, patterns, or intensity. 
o Consider improvements in criteria, plan submittals, and process for future 

planned zoning applications for better expectations 

• C-O district 
o Target residential development that is more appropriate to the pattern and 

scale of mixed-use contexts to enable residential, rather than just default 
to R-1, R-2, and R-3 standards 

o Enable “mixed-use” projects – i.e. residential in commercial buildings and 
subject to C-O development standards 

• C-1 and C-2 
o Allow “mixed-use” projects – i.e. residential in commercial buildings and 

subject to current C-1 and C-2 development standards 
o Consider any residential only or larger-scale mixed-use redevelopment 

through either improved planned zoning processes and/or upgrades or 
and future rezoning to the MXD districts 

• MXD district 
o Improve criteria, plan submittals and future MXD development plan 

applications for better expectations. 
o Repurpose the MXD district to current needs – smaller-scale mixed-use 

projects and/or strategies infill / redevelopment of residential or mixed-use 
buildings in larger mixed-use contexts. 
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A work session agenda item at the regular Planning Commission meeting on October 3, 
2023 will continue this discussion.  This will cover: 
 

• Review and confirmation of the above general direction. 

• Presentation and discussion of a specific strategy based on this direction. 

• Direction on next steps. 
 
The overall goal of this process is for the Planning Commission discussions to give 
sufficient direction to staff so that potential updates to the zoning ordinance can be 
drafted.  If changes are warranted, staff anticipate that draft changes will be brought 
back to the Planning Commission for further review and discussion, and from that 
discussion the final recommended drafts could be refined by staff.  At that point, official 
public hearings could be scheduled before the Planning Commission, where public 
comment on specific proposals could be accepted and the Planning Commission could 
make a formal recommendation to the City Council.  (Dependent on the depth and 
direction of these discussions, staff anticipates that any changes would be in the last 
part of 2023 or early part of 2024.) 
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