
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 

AGENDA  
January 5, 2016 

6:30 P.M. 
 
 

 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  - November 3, 2015 
 
 
III. ACTION ITEM 
 
  

BZA2016-01 Request for a Variance from PVMC 19.08.030 to encroach the 
rear yard setback by approximately 17 feet 

 7044 Cedar 
 Zoning:   R-1a Single Family Residential District  

Applicant:  James Marten 
  

  
IV. OTHER BUSINESS 

 
V. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

If you cannot be present, comments can be made by e-mail to 
Cityclerk@Pvkansas.com 

 
 

mailto:Cityclerk@Pvkansas.com


BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 

MINUTES 
TUESDAY, November 3, 2015 

 
 
ROLL CALL 
The meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of Prairie Village, Kansas was 
held on Tuesday, November 3, 2015 in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Building 
at 7700 Mission Road.   Chairman Gregory Wolf called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
with the following members present: Jim Breneman, Jonathan Birkel, Jeffrey Valentino, 
Melissa Brown, Patrick Lenahan and Nancy Wallerstein.  Also present in their advisory 
capacity to the Board of Zoning Appeals were:  Chris Brewster, Planning Consultant; 
Wes Jordan, Assistant City Administrator, Eric Mikkelson, Council Liaison, Mitch 
Dringman, Building Official and Joyce Hagen Mundy, Board Secretary. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES   
Nancy Wallerstein moved the moved the minutes of the August 4, 2015 meeting of the 
Board of Zoning Appeals be approved as written.  The motion was seconded by James 
Breneman and passed by a vote of 5 to 0 with Melissa Brown and Jeffrey Valentino 
abstaining as they were not in attendance. 
 
 

BZA2015-05 Request for an Exception from PVMC 19.44.035 to increase lot 
coverage by 1.1% by enclosing an existing porch 

 8400 Somerset 
 
David Cooley, 8400 Somerset Drive, stated there back porch is faces west and they 
have few shade trees making the porch very hot during the summer months.  They are 
proposing to cover the unenclosed porch to provide the shade necessary for them to get 
more use from the porch in the summer.  While an unenclosed porch can project into a 
rear yard up to twelve feet, a porch is defined as a structure and the covered area 
counts towards lot coverage requirements.  With the covered proposed unenclosed 
porch area, the lot coverage increases to 31.1% or 1.1% over the 30% lot coverage 
requirement.  Mr. Cooley noted that if the exception were denied, the porch would need 
to be shortened by five feet.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein asked if there were other covered patios in the area.  Mr. Cooley 
replied there are some screened and enclosed porches to the south.  Many of the 
neighboring residents have shade tree coverage or umbrellas for their porch or patio 
areas.  
 
 
 



Mrs. Wallerstein asked if Homes Association approval was required and had been 
received.  Mr. Brewster responded the city does not require Homes Association 
approval.  Mr. Cooley replied that his homes association had review and approved the 
proposed plan.   
 
Chairman Gregory Wolf opened the public hearing for comments on the application.  No 
one was presented to address the Board on the application and the public hearing was 
closed at 6:36.   
 
Chris Brewster noted the applicant is proposing to add an unenclosed porch to the rear 
of an existing house. The existing footprint of the house is 3,190.3 square feet 
(according to AIMS online mapping) and the proposed footprint of the porch roof is 400 
square feet.  
The coverage percentages are as follows: 

 Existing home = 28.48% 

 Existing home with proposed porch = 32.05%: 
[Note:  the applicant’s information indicates that the building coverage is 3,080 
square feet, and therefore the proposal is only at 31.1% coverage or 1.1% / 123 
square feet over the requirement.] 
 
Mr. Brewster reviewed the following criteria required for granting of an exception per 
Section 19.44.035 of the Zoning Regulations: 
 
A.   The site is capable of accommodating the building(s), parking areas and drives 

with appropriate open space. 
The lot is relatively flat and has no topographic features that are particularly unique. The 
lot also is rectangular in shape which is similar to other lots in the area.  Building 
patterns in the area include variations and projects that create unique spaces on the 
lots.  The proposed porch is a small projection, and only minimally exceeds the 
coverage requirement.  The encroachment is in the rear area and will create a quality 
relationship and potential enhancement to the existing open space. 
 
B.   The property can be developed as proposed without any significant adverse impact 

on surrounding properties or the public health and safety. 
The lot area is 11,200 square feet which is consistent with all of the lots on this block 
face.  Lots backing to this lot on the same block are much larger and therefore have a 
larger buildable area.  Lots across the street are substantially larger to account for 
different land uses and building patterns as a transition to commercial areas to the 
north. 
    
The proposed porch enclosure will not adversely impact any open space benefits of the 
30% coverage relative to surrounding property because: 

1. It is a transition area to different development patterns to the front and back; 
2. it is a small percentage, so relationships to similarly situated side properties is 

minimal; 
3. it is being placed over a patio that is already paved so landscape or storm water 

will not be negatively impacted by what is existing and currently allowed; and   



4. it is within the encroachment allowances for the zoning district, so the relationship 
of the structure to adjoining property is already permitted. 
 

C. The plan provides adequate management of storm water runoff. 
A storm water study has not been submitted with this project.  However the 
proposed enclosure will not increase the impervious surface of the lot.  The 
applicant has explained that the structure will shed water in a similar manner to the 
existing impervious surface, and that downspouts can potentially improve the 
direction and drainage of the runoff relative to structures and adjacent property. 
 

D. The plan is consistent with good land planning and site engineering design 
principles; and 
The plan does propose a more useable outdoor space with a better relationship to 
existing open space and landscape areas. 
 

E. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality 
of the existing building and the proposed building expansion. 

Plans have been submitted to show compatibility of the proposed roof with the existing 
building architecture, including roof slope, materials, and ornamentation of foundation 
posts. 
 
Nancy Wallerstein moved the Board find favorably on the required criteria and grant the 
requested exception allowing for the proposed construction of an unenclosed covered 
porch increasing lot coverage to 31.1%.  The motion was seconded by Patrick Lenahan 
and passed unanimously. 

 
 

OLD BUSINESS 
There was no Old Business to come before the Board.   
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Chairman Gregory Wolf adjourned the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals at 6:36 
p.m. 
 
 
 
Gregory Wolf 
Chairman 
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