
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 5, 2016 
7700 MISSION ROAD 

7:00 P.M. 
 
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

II. APPROVAL OF PC MINUTES – DECEMBER 1, 2015 
 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

PC2016-01         Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for DayCare 
5311 West 75th Street 

      Zoning:  C-0 
      Applicant:  Alison Ernzen, Little Owly’s Nest for Knowledge 
 (No action needed) 
 

PC2016-02         Request for Rezoning from CP-2 (Planned General Commercial 
District) to MXD (Mixed Use District) 
5200 West 94th Terrace 

      Current Zoning:  CP-2 
      Proposed Zoning:  MXD 
      Applicant:  Mark Ledom, 2020, LLC. 
 

IV. NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS 
PC 2016-101 Request for Preliminary Redevelopment Plan  

5200 West 94th Terrace 
      Current Zoning:  CP-2 
      Proposed Zoning:  MXD 

        Applicant:  Mark Ledom, 2020, LLC 
 

 PC2016-102 Request for Preliminary & Final Plat Approval 
    Meadowbrook 2020 

5200 West 94th Terrace 
       Applicant:  Mark Ledom, 2020, LLC  
 

          PC2016-103 Request for Building Height Elevation  
    7044 Cedar 
    Current Zoning:  R-la 
    Applicant:  James Marten 
     (See BZA  application and staff report) 
  

V. OTHER BUSINESS   
 

VI. 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 
 

mailto:Cityclerk@Pvkansas.com
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
December 1, 2015 

 
 
ROLL CALL 
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 in the Municipal Building Council Chambers at 7700 
Mission Road.  Chairman Nancy Wallerstein called the meeting to order at 7:00 with the 
following members present: James Breneman, Melissa Brown, Patrick Lenahan, 
Jonathan Birkel, Gregory Wolf and Jeffrey Valentino.  
 
The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 
Commission:  Chris Brewster, City Planning Consultant; Wes Jordan, Assistant City 
Administrator; Mitch Dringman, Building Official; Eric Mikkelson, Council Liaison and 
Joyce Hagen Mundy, Commission Secretary.    
 
  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
James Breneman noted on page 26 in the third paragraph the word “title” should be 
“tile”.  Gregory Wolf moved for the approval of the minutes of the Planning Commission 
for November 3, 2015 as corrected.   The motion was seconded by James Breneman 
and passed unanimously.   
 
James Breneman asked that the first sentence on page 30, paragraph 2 read “Jim 
Breneman asked if Van Trust Real Estate would be selling the lots or doing all the 
building.”  Jeffrey Valentino moved for the approval of the minutes of the Special 
Planning Commission Meeting for November 12, 2015 as amended.  The motion was 
seconded by Jonathan Birkel and passed by a vote of 5 to 0 with Gregory Wolf and 
Patrick Lenahan abstaining.   
 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
There were no Public Hearings scheduled before the Planning Commission.   
 
 
NON PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
PC2015-115     Request for Site Plan Approval   
                          7501 Mission Road 
Wes Jordan stated the City has received communication from Chris Hafner with 
Davidson Architects stating they are continuing to work on revisions to this site plan and 
asked that this item be continued.   
 
James Breneman moved the Planning Commission continue consideration of PC2015-
115 to the January 5, 2016 Planning Commission meeting.  The motion was seconded 
by Gregory Wolf and passed unanimously.   
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PC2015-116     Request for Building Line Modification 
8440 Roe Avenue 

Dana Blay, 8031 Wenonga Road architect for the applicant, advised the Commission 
that he has discussed the proposed building line modification with both the Town & 
Country Estates Homes Association and with neighboring property owner Larry Rouse 
of 8445 Linden Lane.  Both are supportive of the requested building line modification as 
revised for 8440 Roe Avenue.  The revised proposal changes the orientation of the 
garage previously proposed on the original application by 90 degrees and now faces 
85th street.   This reduces the extent that the building will encroach into the platted 
setback, and it moves the building extension and driveway further to the east away from 
the property boundary along the west side.  The proposed re-orientation and design of 
the addition is acceptable to the Home Owners Association, but they cannot take action 
until the city has approved the building line modification.    
 
Mr. Blay noted that in response to the staff report, he revised the site plan narrowing the 
curb cut on 85th Street to a single-drive approach within the right-of-way and removed 
the existing curb-cut on 85th Street with the driveway removed the first 25 feet from the 
curb line. 
 
Chris Brewster reminded the Commission that this lot is located on the northwest corner 
of 85th and Roe, and has a platted building line of 75 feet adjacent to both 85th Street 
and Roe Avenue. The house sets at an angle on the lot. The current house extends over 
both platted building lines – a small corner of the structure on the northeast portion of the 
building along Roe (approximately 3’) and a larger portion of the structure on the south 
along 85th Street (approximately 30’).   Platted building lines often exist in Prairie Village 
in addition or in place of zoning setbacks, and are put in place at the time of the 
development.  They are most common on corner lots to allow different orientations of 
buildings.  This is application is a modification to the platted building line per section 
18.18 of the subdivision regulations.  The proposed application would meet all zoning 
setbacks for the R-1A district 
 
Because the house sits at an angle, the encroachments into the platted building lines 
occur deepest on the corners, and the extent of the encroachment is less as each 
façade angles deeper into the lot.  Also, because the lot is a corner lot, the required 
zoning setbacks depend on which street frontage is interpreted as the “front”.  By 
ordinance, lots in the R-1A district have a 30’ front setback, 25’ rear setback, and 5’ side 
yard setback, with a 15’ setback on street-side side yards.  The proposed applications 
will meet all of these setbacks, and would meet the most strict interpretation of either 
frontage (i.e. it is more than 30’ from both Roe and 85th street, and meets the side and 
rear setbacks on the other lot lines). 
 
The property to the west of this property is closest to the proposed addition.  It has a 
platted building line of 50’.  The structure on this lot is situated approximately 100’ from 
the closest corner of the proposed addition.  An existing tree-line along the property 
boundary provides a buffer between the two properties. 
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Jonathan Birkel asked about the roof connection.  Mr. Blay replied the gable from the 
south and north will connect with the existing gable. 
 
James Breneman noted that the plans reflect the replacement of the retaining wall.  Mr. 
Blay replied they are replacing the deteriorating existing wall with a stone wall and fence 
and would also be adding additional landscaping.   
 
Chris Brewster reviewed the application per Section 18.18.D of the Prairie Village 
Subdivision Regulations which establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 
consider for building line modifications to adjust platted setbacks: 
 
1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property; 

The lot is a corner lot with the building situated at an angle.  The platted building 
line of 75’ on both sides are not consistent with adjacent property and are far larger 
than the zoning setbacks.  
 

2. The building line modification is necessary for reasonable and acceptable 
development of the property in question; 
The buildable area of the lot is reduced as a result of the platted building lines.  
While the lot is large and there is a reasonable amount of buildable area under the 
platted building lines, it is still more constraining than other lots in the area.  
Additionally, the revised adjustment reduces the amount of extension into the 
platted setback to approximately 35’ on the closest eastern corner and to 
approximately 50’ on the western corner (due to the angle of the addition).  The 
property to the west has a platted building line of 50’, while this property has a 
platted building line of 75’. 
 

3. That the granting of the building line modification will not be detrimental to the 
public welfare or injurious to or adversely affect adjacent property or other property 
in the vicinity in which the particular property is situated; 
Most corner lots in the neighborhood have an “intersection orientation” with the 
home situated at an angle and deep setbacks on both street frontages.  The 
current structure already encroaches into the platted building line (approximately 3’ 
on Roe and approximately 30’ on 85th street).  However since these 
encroachments occur at an angle, only the corner encroaches at the deepest spot.  
Both the existing encroachments and what is proposed will still be well within the 
most restrictive interpretation of zoning setbacks for the property. 
 
Mr. Brewster noted that the current configuration of this property has two curb-cuts 
– one single on Roe and one single curb-cut on 85th street.  These drive accesses 
are no longer functional with the new configuration.  The application proposes a 
new double curb cut on 85th street.  This will increase the impact of the driveway 
access on the public streetscape.  Thee applicant submitted a revised site plan to 
address this situation. 
 

Gardiner Davis, President of the Town & Country Homes Association, 8347 Delmar 
Lane asked how far the proposed building would extend over the platted setback line.  
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Jeffrey Valentino responded the requested modification takes the front building line on 
85th Street from seventy-five feet to thirty five feet on the east and fifty feet on the west 
as shown on the site plan dated November 30, 2015.  Mr. Brewster stated that the 
extension is only for that portion of the building as proposed on the site plan.  It does not 
extend across the property as a zoning setback would.  He added that there are portions 
of the existing home that currently extend beyond the platted setback.  Mr. Blay added 
the revised plan was shifted back to minimize the encroachment requiring the building 
line modification approval.   
 
Gregory Wolf moved the Commission find favorably on PC2015-116 and approve PC 
Resolution PC2015-116 granting a  Front Building Line Modification for just that portion 
of the garage necessary to permit additional encroachment beyond the platted building 
line (to approximately 35’ on the eastern edge and approximately 50 feet on the western 
edge) as depicted on the revised site plan dated November 30, 2015, subject to the 
applicant providing sufficient assurances that the Homeowners Association is in 
agreement with the proposed orientation of the garage and proposed building design.  
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.   
 
 
PC2015-120     Request for Site Plan Approval  

4195 Somerset 
Present for the applicant were Gregory Zike, Vice President with First Washington 
Realty;  Alex Nyhan, Senior Vice President; Monica Mallory, Regional Property 
Manager; Tom Proebstle with Generator Studio and Kevin Pinkowski with BHC Rhodes. 
 
At the November 1, 2015 meeting the Planning Commission considered the original site 
plan application and in particular discussed the following concerns and issues: 

 Signage, and the background colors of the sign pallets. 

 Materials, in particular the metal columns and the tile bases of the façade. 

 The bike station location, in relation to overall parking and access to the center. 

 Handicap parking and access via existing curb ramps and parking areas 
 
Mr. Zike introduced Tom Proebstle with Generator Studio to review the revised plans 
addressing the concerns raised by the Planning Commission at their November 3rd 
meeting.  The planter box material has been replaced with a stone veneer to match the 
existing in other buildings in the center. The proposed steel columns have been 
replaced with cedar columns.  The signage background color has been changed from 
white to a gray signage panel painted cityscape as stipulated in the approved sign 
standards for the center.  Mr. Proebstle added that the size of the courtyard has been 
increased as recommended by the Commission.   
 
Wes Jordan stated that the applicant met with staff two weeks to discuss the revised 
plan to make sure it addressed the concerns expressed by the Commission at its 
November meeting.  Considerable effort has been made to incorporate the suggestions 
of the Commission.   
 
Greg Zike distributed a revised landscape plan that addressed staff recommendation 3a.   
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James Breneman questioned the proposed tile to be used below the windows rather 
than stone that has been used throughout the center.  Mr. Proebstle presented the 
building materials to be used on the building and reviewed how these materials are 
reflective of colors and materials used elsewhere in the center.   
 
Patrick Lenahan asked about bike parking that was not reflected on the plan.  Mr. 
Proebstle stated no new bike parking is planned for this location as bike parking 
currently exists near Mely’s located to the southeast of this building.  They felt the bikes 
could conflict with the outside courtyard patrons.  He added that this is a smaller location 
making bike racks difficult.   
 
Chris Brewster noted the previous application included a bike station that was related to 
the trail and not bike racks within the center.  This will be addressed in a future 
application as it relates to the entire center and not in conjunction with this specific 
application.   
 
Jeffrey Valentino expressed concern with curb cut related to traffic on the west  sidewalk 
on the southwest corner.  Mr. Brewster replied that staff had reviewed that and felt that 
there would not be a significant increase in traffic over what there is currently.  The 
pedestrian access issue exists primarily due to the current entrance design and the 
sidewalk along that entrance opposite this site, and that the crosswalk on Somerset 
providing pedestrian connections from the neighborhoods the sidewalk along opposite 
side of the entry.  These existing conditions are not necessarily impacted by this 
application.  He noted that changes may be possible with future streetscape 
improvements not related to this project.  Melissa Brown felt such changes would be 
beneficial.  Jonathan Birkel suggested that street striping be considered.  Wes Jordan 
replied that staff has discussed a comprehensive review of the entire center at a later 
date at which time bike and pedestrian accessibility could be addressed, but not in 
conjunction with this application.   
 
James Breneman stated he liked the change from the steel columns to the cedar 
columns put expressed concern with the proposed grey façade rather than the stone 
seen elsewhere in the center.   Nancy Wallerstein noted that the façade color matches 
that of the sign panels and is carried out throughout the building.   
 
Mr. Breneman noted page C1 references the bike path.  Mr. Proebstle replied that 
reference should have been removed in the revision and is no longer applicable.   
 
Jonathan Birkel confirmed that the outdoor courtyard would have electrical outlets.   
 
Melissa Brown asked if a side door to Hatties had been considered to reduce potential 
congestion.  Mr. Zike responded that would be a decision to be made by the tenant.   
 
Chris Brewster noted this building and site is part of the larger Corinth Square Shopping 
Center, this building is located in the northwest portion of the center.  This application 
involves one of seven buildings on the parcel and about 15% of the overall grounds.   
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Several other site plans have been approved for renovations and upgrades to existing 
buildings in the center over the last seven years, and a new building (CVS) was 
approved on this parcel in 2011. 
 
Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 7. Center Redevelopment – Corinth Square of the Village Vision was devoted to 
future redevelopment of Corinth Square.  The plan discusses redevelopment of the 
center as part of a signature, pedestrian-scale destination.  Overall the current format of 
the entire center does not take advantage of its context, relationships to external 
streetscapes, or opportunities for improved streetscapes and pedestrian connectivity 
within the site.  These opportunities are specifically detailed in Village Vision.  While 
Village Vision suggest redevelopment of the center into a more compact, high-activity, 
pedestrian center, incremental improvements and upgrades to existing buildings and 
sites may also be considered consistent with the long-range plans of the city.   
 
Zoning Requirements 
The application is a site plan approval and should be judged under the standards of the 
current zoning and site plan approval criteria. The property is zoned C-2, General 
Commercial Shopping District.  The application is a renovation of an existing building, 
addition of patio space with landscape amenities, and does not impact any of the 
development standards of the C-2 district as the site is already in compliance.   
 
Chris Brewster presented through the staff report the following criteria for site plan 
approval based on the revised submittal:   
 
A. The Site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with 

appropriate open space and landscape. 
The site plan meets the development standards of the C-2 district and adequately 
accommodates the building, parking and circulation and open space and landscape.  
The proposed renovation is not impacting any development standards of the existing 
building or any parking configurations.   
 
The existing condition does leave some parking behind the building (Somerset Drive 
side) under-utilized.  This is primarily the service and delivery side of the building.  This 
area should be emphasized for better use as employee parking that can free up other 
customer parking. 
 
The bike station, signage and pedestrian path improvements, from Somerset Drive, 
proposed on the original submittal have been removed as part of this revised submittal. 
 
B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development. 
The proposed use is the same use to the previous development, and of a similar scale.  
The existing utilities will adequately support the proposed development. 
 
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff. 
The site proposes a small increase in impervious surface and some construction activity 
in relation to existing storm water facilities.  Concurrence of Public Works with the 
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stormwater analysis and approval of any grading and facility construction shall be 
required prior to permits. 
 
D. The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic 

circulation. 
The renovations will not impact any existing vehicle ingress and egress issues. A new 
pedestrian connection from the driveway provides an additional, ADA accessible, 
access point to this building and improvements. 
 
E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design 

principles. 
The site plan deals primarily with existing facilities with the main features being a façade 
renovation and additional outside amenities that enhance the buildings relationship to 
outside civic and landscape areas.   
 
F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural 

quality of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood. 
Many stone elements are proposed, and stone elements (both in buildings and in 
streetscape / landscape amenities) exist throughout the center.  The plan does identify 
the use of existing stone veneer and new stone veneer that will match and be 
complimentary of that existing character in the surrounding area.  The cedar elements 
and trellis do compliment the overall aesthetic of natural materials and earth tones and 
are consistent with the recent improvements to the center.  Prior to permits, details of 
the material and construction quality of the stone planter box elements shall be 
submitted to the City Staff.   
 
Any future signage on the parapets and sign frames will need to meet current Tenant 
sign criteria with regard to number, size, location and design, or any deviations from 
those criteria will require a future application. 
 
G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies. 
The proposed site plan represents an incremental step to some of the concepts 
identified for future redevelopment of Corinth Square.   
 
Nancy Wallerstein noted on the revised landscape plan it is noted that the contractor 
shall provide full maintenance for newly landscaped areas for a period of 30 days after 
the date of final acceptance.  She stated it has been the general practice of the 
Commission to require that the applicant be required to maintain and replace 
landscaping and plant material as needed and would like to add that as a condition of 
approval.   
 
Gregory Wolf moved the Planning Commission find favorably on PC2015-120 and 
approve the proposed site plan for 4195 Somerset Drive subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. A final storm water plan be approved by Public Works. 
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2. All future signs shall meet the current and applicable sign standards and Corinth 
Tenant Criteria approved by the Planning Commission. 

3. That the landscape plan be revised to include: 
A. Treatment or the replacement, one–for-one, of the current ash tree located 

near the southwest corner of the building, adjacent to the Somerset Drive 
driveway should occur as part of the landscape improvements.  Suitable 
replacements include Oak, Hybrid Elm or American Linden. 

B. Provide sufficient detail on the quality of stone and construction of the planter 
boxes be submitted to demonstrate consistency with other landscape 
amenities throughout the center. 

C. That the applicant be required to maintain all landscaping and replace plant 
materials as needed.    

The motion was seconded by Jeffrey Valentino and passed unanimously.  
 
Planning Commission Chairman Nancy Wallerstein thanked and commended the 
applicant for efforts in revising the site plan per the recommendations of the 
Commission and stated she is looking forward to using the new and expanded outdoor 
courtyard.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
NEXT MEETING 
The planning commission secretary noted the filing deadline for the January meeting is 
December 4th.  However, applications are anticipated for a special use permit for the 
daycare currently at 7501 Belinder which is moving to 5311 West 75th Street; the 
continued site plan for 7501 Mission Road and potentially a site plan for a six-plex on 
the property to the south of Meadowbrook.   
 
Meadowbrook Update 
Wes Jordan reported there has been significant action on the Meadowbrook project over 
the past two weeks since the Planning Commission considered their application, 
specifically in regard to the Roe street connection/parking lot.  The project continues to 
change and receive input from stakeholders and residents.   
 
Initially the plans showed a Roe Street connection, which was removed prior to 
consideration by the Planning Commission because of neighborhood objection.  It was 
replaced with a parking lot and an emergency access trail/path in-lieu of a thru road 
connecting to Roe.  This plan was approved by the Commission.  There have been 
significant reactions to the modified plan which were summarized by Mr. Jordan as 
follows:   

 Johnson County Park and Recreation District (JCPRD) met last week and 
reviewed the Park master plan and will be submitting a letter to the City 
encouraging the Roe Street connection.  It views the connection as important to 
the northeast neighbors to use and fully access the regional park.  

 Johnson County staff has advised staff that the exclusion of a Roe Street 
connection will potentially be a problem for the County Commission approval of 
the wastewater agreement.  The Board views their role as one of assuring the 
public good is met by the plan.  
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 Van Trust continues to meet with Mark Ledom regarding the 95th Street 
connection.  Mr. Ledom owns the parking lot and property which will be split by 
the proposed 95th Street connection.  As he stated at the public hearing, he was 
initially supportive of the plan.  He intends to develop the east portion of the 
parking lot property into a residential six-plex.  Mr. Ledom has submitted to Van 
Trust stated that he will not sign paperwork for the 95th Street connection unless 
there is a traffic signal at Nall or there is a Roe connection as he is concerned 
with the traffic that will drive south in and out of the project due to the reduction in 
other options.   

 City staff met with the Overland Park Planning Director and Traffic Engineer 
regarding the possibility of a traffic signal at 92nd Terrace and Nall.  Overland 
Park will not support the placement of a traffic signal that does not feel traffic 
warrants for a signal and projected traffic counts on Nall do not meet the warrants 
for a signal.  

 Representative of Van Trust, JCPRD and the City are meeting with the 
Kenilworth neighbors to bring them up to date on this information and its potential 
impact on the project this evening.  The City Council will consider that Planning 
Commission recommendation as well as the proposed Johnson County Parks 
Master Plan for this site at their December 7th meeting.  Possible action would be 
to approve the Planning Commission recommendation without the road, to 
amend the Planning Commission recommendation requiring a road connection 
which would require a 2/3 vote of the Council or to return the application back to 
the Planning Commission for consideration of the roadway based on new 
information.   

 
Jonathan Birkel noted that the Planning Commission did not see the park plans at its 
November 12th meeting and if this item is sent back to the Commission he would like the 
Commission to have those plans to get a better overall picture of the project.  Mr. Jordan 
replied that at the time of the Commission meeting the plans had not yet been presented 
to the Park Board.  He feels that since the plans are now public documents, the 
Commission would be able to see them.  He added that the park master plan is going to 
be presented to the City Council on Monday, December 7th.   
 
Chairman Nancy Wallerstein welcomed students from Shawnee Mission North High 
School who were attending the meeting for their government class.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Nancy Wallerstein 
adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p.m.   
 
 
 
Nancy Wallerstein 
Chairman  





STAFF REPORT 

TO: Prairie Village Planning Commission 
 FROM: Confluence, Kansas City, Kansas 

- Christopher Shires, AICP, Principal 
 - PJ Novick, ASLA, LEED GA, Principal 

DATE: January 5, 2016, Planning Commission Meeting  (Confluence Project # 15018KC) 

APPLICATION: PC 2016-002, PC 2016-101, PC 2016-102 

REQUEST: Rezoning from CP-2 (Planned General Business District) to MXD 
(Mixed Use District), Approval of a Preliminary Development 
Plan, and approval of a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat 

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 5200 West 94th Terrace 

APPLICANT: Mark Ledom
2020, LLC 
5200 West 94th Terrace 
Prairie Village, KC 66207 

CURRENT ZONING AND LAND USE: CP-2 (Planned General Business District) – office parking lot 

SURROUNDING ZONING & LAND USE: North: MXD – Meadowbrook Park 

East: MXD – Meadowbrook Park (maintenance 
building) 

South: CP-2 – Bank

West: CP-2 - Office  

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Rezoning & Preliminary Development Plan - proposed Lot 2 of 
Meadowbrook 2020; Preliminary and Final Plats - proposed Lots 
1 and 2 of Meadowbrook 2020 

PROPERTY AREA: Rezoning & Preliminary Development Plan - 0.71 acres;  
Preliminary and Final Plats – 2.21 acres 

RELATED CASE FILES: n/a 
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ATTACHMENTS: Applications, Plans, Preliminary Plat, and Final Plat 

GENERAL LOCATION MAP: 
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SITE MAP: 



PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT PC 2016-002, PC 2016-101, PC 2016-102 
JANUARY 5, 2016 
PAGE 4 OF 8 

COMMENTS: 

The subject property is the approximate 0.71-acre site located at the northeast corner of W. 95th Street 
and Rosewood Drive, east of the intersection of the new street that is proposed to connect to 
Meadowbrook Park. 

The applicant, Mark Ledom with 2020, LLC, is proposing to reconfigure the parking lot for the existing 
office building at 5200 West 94th Terrace in response to the planned platting and construction of a public 
street through his property that will connect Meadowbrook Park to Rosewood Drive.  He is further 
proposing to construct a 3-story tall, 6-unit residential condominium building, with under-building parking, 
on the subject 0.71-acre site that will be on the east side of this new roadway.  The existing office 
building at 5200 West 94th Terrace is proposed to be platted as Lot 1 (1.29 acres) and the new condo 
building on the subject site is proposed to be plated as Lot 2 (0.71 acres).  The new street lot is 
approximately 0.21 acres.  

In order to obtain the necessary approvals for this project, the applicant is requesting Lot 2 be rezoned 
from CP-2 (Planned General Business) to MXD (Mixed Use District) and is further requesting approval of a 
Preliminary Development Plan for Lot 2 to be added as an addendum to the recently approved 
Preliminary Development Plan for the adjoining Meadowbrook Park. 

The applicant is further requesting approval of a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat to create these two lots, 
as well as the lot necessary for the new public street right-of-way.  Not included as part of this request, 
the applicant is seeking administrative approval of a minor modification to the site plan for the existing 
office building on proposed Lot 1 for the parking lot reconfiguration. 

Per the City’s Zoning Code, the MXD zoning district is intended to encourage a variety of land uses in 
closer proximity to one another than would be possible with more conventional zoning districts.  It further 
encourages building configurations that create a distinctive and memorable sense of place.  This district 
allows the flexibility to determine the specific zoning regulations and design standards (such as building 
setbacks, building design, landscaping requirements, and parking standards) as part of the planning and 
design of the development.  A detailed Preliminary Development Plan (site plan) followed by a Final 
Development Plan is required as part of the MXD zoning with the intent being the zoning regulations for 
the property are established and defined as part of the review and approval of the Preliminary and Final 
Development Plans. 

In accordance with the Planning Commission’s Citizens’ Participation policy, the applicant held a 
neighborhood meeting on December 28, 2015.  There were no attendees.   

In considering a change in zoning classification, the Planning Commission must consider a number of 
factors, commonly referred to as the “golden” factors, in approving or disapproving the request, and they 
are as follows:  

1. The character of the neighborhood.

The existing neighborhood is characterized by the proposed mixed-use Meadowbrook Park
development as well as single-family development farther to the east and north and office, retail, and
residential uses to the south and west.  This proposal can be considered an extension of the
Meadowbrook Park development and is intended to be an addendum to the recently approved
Preliminary Development Plan.
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2. The zoning and uses of property nearby.

The application area is zoned CP-2 and is part of the parking lot for an existing office building.  The
property to the north and east is zoned MXD and is the recently approved Meadowbrook Park
development that includes a mix of residential uses, a hotel, and a county park.  The area to the
south and west is zoned CP-2 and is developed with office and retail uses.

3. The suitability of the property for the uses to which it has been restricted under its existing
zoning.

The property is currently part of an office building’s parking lot that is planned to be reconfigured to
accommodate a new public street.  The new street will divide and separate this property from the
office building.

4. The extent that a change will detrimentally affect neighboring property.

With six (6) dwelling units, the project will generate little additional traffic.  The proposed building can
serve as a transition from the existing office and retail development to the south and west to the
newly approved Meadowbrook Park development, as this development is mostly a mix of residential
uses and county park land.

5. The length of time of any vacancy of the property.

The property is currently part of a parking lot for an existing office building.

6. The relative gain to the public health, safety and welfare by destruction of value of the
applicant’s property, as compared to the hardship on other individual landowners.

The property has relatively little value as merely a parking lot.  The proposed condominium building
will serve a very special housing market by providing higher-end multi-family residential units in a very
convenient location.  The City is built-out and there is very little opportunity to bring new housing to
the market place.  This project will not remove any existing homes or office/retail square footage from
the inventory.  The hardship on neighboring landowners should be minimal, considering the small
scale of this project.

7. City Staff Recommendations.

Staff has reviewed the requested rezoning, the Preliminary Development Plan, the Preliminary Plat,
and the Final Plat.  Although there are some minor issues that still need to be addressed, it is Staff’s
opinion that the rezoning, Preliminary Development Plan, Preliminary Plat, and Final Plat meet the
intent of the development as recommended in the Village Vision, have little impact to the surrounding
properties, and will be a positive asset to the community.  The issues that still need to be addressed
are as follows:

a. Parking: City code requires a minimum of 2 parking spaces for each apartment unit, and this
site is therefore required to provide 12 spaces.  The Preliminary Development Plan identified
15 basement parking spaces and 14 surface lot parking spaces.

In order to help accommodate the parking required for the existing office building on
proposed Lot 1, the applicant is proposing to establish a cross parking easement allowing
the office building to use all 14 of the surface parking spaces on Lot 1 should they be
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needed.  This proposed condominium meets the City’s parking requirement and can 
accommodate guest parking on the surface lot as residential guest parking typically occurs 
off-peak (evenings and weekends) from the typical weekday peak office parking demand.   

In addition to the 14 spaces from Lot 2, the existing office building on Lot 1 is proposed to 
have 44 parking spaces plus 34 spaces via a cross parking easement from the Van Trust 
property to the north for a total of 92 spaces.  City code required 1 parking space per 300 
sq. ft. of gross floor area.  The existing office building has a gross floor area of 30,000 sq. ft. 
and therefore will be short 8 parking spaces per code.  However, based on the parking 
history for this office building, 92 spaces will be more than adequate parking for the building. 
This will need to be addressed as part of the approval of the minor modification to the site 
plan for the office building and may require a variance.   

b. Exterior Building Materials:  The proposed Addendum to the Vision Book for the Preliminary
Development Plan lists the appropriate exterior building materials for the condominium
building as: brick, stone, stucco, wood siding, wood shakes, and fiber-cement siding or
shakes.  A brick or stone base is required for every structure.  Synthetic stucco, EIFS, thin
brick and cultured stone are prohibited.  The general exterior layout and basic combinations
of exterior materials is further defined for the condominium building as clear stained cedar
siding, earth tone stucco, stone panels, granite panels, patina copper, and board formed
concrete.

According to the applicant, the building design is Frank Lloyd Wright inspired and will serve
as a transition between the pitched roofs of the proposed Meadowbrook Park development
and the flat roof architecture that currently surrounds the building.  The ‘diamond form’
proposed on the south façade of the building represents a yet to be designed building logo.
The building name will be CAPELLA, the brightest star in the northeastern sky. The proposed
building faces northeast and the applicant intends to design a representative logo to be
mounted on the building in the approximate location as shown on the elevations.  The
applicant should be prepared to discuss the overall size of this element, materials and
lighting required with the Planning Commission during the meeting.

In general, staff feels that the structure would benefit from additional architectural relief along
the east, west and south elevations; the large ‘panels’ of clear stained cedar appear
somewhat stark and in sharp contrast to the surrounding structures. The applicant should
consider additional articulation in this portion(s) of the façade.  In addition, staff would
recommend that the applicant provide images and additional information on the
maintainability and the long-term appearance expected of the clear stained cedar siding.
Staff also recommends that additional information be provided regarding the design, size,
and materials of the diamond form on the south façade and define the locations of the use of
stucco.

The applicant has commented that they are open to reducing the amount of vertical wood
stained siding on the east and west elevations and replacing with stucco.  The applicant has
further commented that stained cedar siding has long been used as an exterior building
material.  It requires maintenance (resealing) approximately every five years, similar to painted
exterior surfaces.  The current office building on Lot 1 incorporates exterior cedar stained
siding that has been maintained for the last 10 years by this periodic process.  Regarding the
use of stucco, the applicant has verified that a small portion of earth tone stucco is currently
planned for the outdoor kitchen area on the loggias (covered balconies).



PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT PC 2016-002, PC 2016-101, PC 2016-102 
JANUARY 5, 2016 
PAGE 7 OF 8 

c. Utility Easement and Plat Labels: The Final Plat identifies an existing 10 ft. wide utility
easement (U/E) generally along the north line of the proposed Lot 2 and the condominium
building as proposed appears to cross this easement.  According to the applicant, there are
no utilities located within the easement.  The U/E will either need to be vacated and the
Preliminary and Final Plat will need to note that this easement is vacated.

The Preliminary Plat should identify all existing and proposed easements, including those to
be vacated, as well as the proposed building setbacks.  The Preliminary Plat should clearly
show the boundaries of the proposed lots, including the street lot, and label them.  The Final
Plat needs to define the boundaries of the proposed lots, including the street lot, and show
and label the proposed building setback lines.

8. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Village Vision Strategic Investment Plan, adopted by the City of Prairie Village, Kansas, in 2007
as the City’s Comprehensive Plan, specifically identifies the adjoining Meadowbrook Country Club
(now known as Meadowbrook Park) as a potential site for redevelopment.  The Plan recommends
development of a planned neighborhood with open space and higher density.  Recently, the City
approved the rezoning of the Meadowbrook site and a Preliminary Development Plan that includes a
mix of residential uses, a hotel, and a county park.  This project is intended as an addendum or
addition to this plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Prior to making its recommendation, the Planning Commission must make findings of fact based on the 
“golden factors” that have been set out in this staff report.  The Planning Commission can recommend 
approval, recommend approval subject to conditions, or recommend denial of the MXD rezoning and the 
Preliminary Development Plan (including the Vision Book Addendum) as well as the Preliminary and Final 
Plats.  If the Planning Commission finds favorably on the findings of fact, it is recommended that it be 
subject to the following conditions: 

1. The applicant updating the architectural detail in the Vision Book Addendum to address staff’s
comments.

2. The applicant providing with the Final Development Plan, detailed plans for all trash enclosures and
HVAC/building mechanical equipment screening to ensure that all trash dumpsters, recycling bins,
HVAC and building mechanical equipment, etc., is fully screened from view.  All screening shall be
designed and constructed of materials that are durable and consistent and compatible with the
building architecture.

3. The applicant having the 10 ft. wide existing utility easement on the north end of Lot 2 vacated prior
to obtaining any permit for construction.

4. The applicant providing an updated Preliminary and Final Plat that clearly defines the boundaries of
the proposed lots including the street lot, label all existing and proposed easements including the
utility easement to be vacated, and label the proposed building setback lines.

5. Prior to obtaining any permit for construction, the applicant shall submit a Final Development Plan for
review and approval by the Planning Commission.
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6. Approval is contingent upon approval of the Final Development Plan. If the Final Development Plan is
not approved by the City, the approval of this Rezoning, Preliminary Development Plan, and
Preliminary and Final Plat will be null and void.
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