PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
December 6, 2016


ROLL CALL
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on Tuesday, December 6, 2016 in the Municipal Building Council Chambers at 7700 Mission Road.  Chairman Nancy Wallerstein called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. with the following members present: James Breneman, Patrick Lenahan, Gregory Wolf, Jonathan Birkel, Melissa Brown and Jeffrey Valentino. 

The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning Commission:  Chris Brewster, City Planning Consultant; PJ Novick, Meadowbrook Planning Consultant; Wes Jordan, Assistant City Administrator, Serena Schermoly, Council Liaison; Mitch Dringman, Building Official and Joyce Hagen Mundy, Commission Secretary.


APPROVAL OF MINUTES
James Breneman moved for the approval of the minutes of the Planning Commission for November 1, 2016 as submitted. The motion was seconded by Jonathan Birkel and passed by a vote of 5 to 0 with Gregory Wolf and Melissa Brown abstaining.  


PUBLIC HEARINGS
PC2016-07   Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna by AT&T
                  7700 Mission Road

Staff recommended that this application be continued to the January Planning Commission meeting.        

Gregory Wolf moved that PC2016-07 Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna by AT&T at 7700 Mission Road be continued to the January 10th meeting of the Planning Commission.  The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.

PC2016-08  Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna by Sprint
                  7241 Mission Road
Justin Anderson, 9900 West 109th Street, Suite 300, Overland Park, with Selective Site Consultants presented the request for renewal of the Special Use Permit for the Sprint Wireless Communication Antenna and equipment located on the St. Ann’s Catholic Church 7241 Mission Road for Selective Site Consultants.  This installation is an on-building wireless telecommunications installation, with the antenna facilities integrated into the architectural features of the building.  It was initially approved in 1996 and most recently in 2014 when three new antennas were added.  No changes are proposed with this application.    Clearwire, Sprint and Nextel have antenna panels on the church steeple painted to match the brick or stone on the steeple.  The equipment compound is located in a brick walled area that matches the building and are not detectible.  The original application was approved in 1996 for Sprint.  This permit was renewed in 2001 and 2006.  Since these approvals, the City’s wireless telecommunications ordinance has been amended.  Several site plan applications for upgrades and exchanges of equipment have been approved during this time.  The proposed application has no changes to the existing installation.  Notice of this hearing was mailed to surrounding property owners and a sign was posted on the site.

James Breneman asked if a structural analysis had been done.  Mr. Anderson responded since there were no changes proposed a new structural analysis was not conducted.  A structural analysis was done in 2014.  

Mr. Breneman noted that condition #3 on the staff requires a structural analysis and asked if that was necessary for this application.  Chris Brewster replied that the staff recommendation followed the conditions on the initial original approval of the special use permit since this is a renewal.  Since this is an on-building facility different from the typical tower, there typically would not be a structural analysis required other than that the mounting to the building be structurally sound (not a structural analysis of the building itself.)  A structural analysis would be required any time there was a structural change made to the equipment and mounting.  Mr. Valentino questioned the need for a structural analysis at this time.   Justin Anderson stated that any time there are changes made to the structure or equipment an analysis is conducted by SSC.  
by SSC.  

Nancy Wallerstein noted that condition #8 requires the landowner is responsible for the removal of the communications tower facility in the event that the leaseholder fails to remove it upon abandonment.  She asked if the church was aware of this.  Mr. Anderson replied that they are and this is addressed in their lease with the landowner.   

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein opened the Public Hearing on this application.  
With no one present to speak on this application, the public hearing was closed at 7:06 p.m. 

Staff provided the following analysis of the application based on the City’s Wireless Communication Facilities criteria:

A. A study comparing potential sites within an approximate one mile radius of the proposed application area.  The study shall include the location and capacity of existing towers, alternative tower sites, a discussion of the ability or inability of each site to host the proposed communications facility and reasons why certain of these sites were excluded from consideration.   The study must show what other sites are available and why the proposed location was selected over the others.  It must also establish the need for the proposed facility and include a map showing the service area of the proposed facility as well as other alternative tower site and antennas.

If the use of exiting towers, alternative tower structures, and sites are unavailable, a reason or reasons specifying why they are unavailable needs to be set out and may include one or more of the following:  refusal by current tower or site owner; topographical limitations; adjacent impediments blocking transmission; site limitations to tower or facility or tower; no space on existing facility or tower; other limiting factors rendering existing facilities or towers unusable.  The documentation submitted must use technological and written evidence, that these sites are inadequate to fulfill the grid needs of the wireless service provider, or that a reasonable co-location lease agreement could not be reached with the owners of said alternative sites.

The applicant shall submit an overall plan that shows the coverage gaps in service or lack of network capacity throughout the entire City and provide an indication of future needed/proposed wireless communication facilities, towers, and/or antenna.

The applicant shall demonstrate how the proposed communication facility, will impact its overall network within the City of Prairie Village and adjacent cities on both sides of the state line.

The study shall demonstrate how the proposed communication facility, will impact its overall network within the City of Prairie Village and adjacent cities on both sides of the state line.

The study shall also provide documentation establishing the minimum height necessary to provide the applicant’s services and the height required to provide for co-location.  The study shall include coverage maps for the proposed monopole at the requested height and at ten feet descending intervals to 50 feet.

The Planning Commission or Governing Body at its discretion may require a third party analysis, at the applicant’s expense, to confirm the need for the facility.

The applicant shall be responsible to provide timely updates of the above described study and information during the Special Use Permit process.
Since this is the second renewal of an existing installation, the City has not required a study of alternative locations within a one-mile radius.  The applicant has indicated that this installation is an important location in servicing their customers and has modified it throughout previous renewal periods to provide better services.

B. Multiple photo simulations of the proposed facility as viewed from the adjacent residential properties and public rights of way as directed by City Staff.
Since the antennas are installed, Staff has submitted photos of the actual installation.

C. When possible, all wireless communication towers and alternative tower structures must be designed to accommodate multiple providers (co-location), unless after consideration of the recommendation of the Planning Commission, the City Council finds that the height or other factors required to make such an accommodation will have a more detrimental effect on the community than having multiple sites.  Failure of a permit holder to negotiate in good faith to provide fairly priced co-location opportunities, based on industry standards may be grounds for denial or revocation of the Special Use Permit.  A signed statement shall be submitted indicating the applicant’s intention to share space on the tower with other providers.
This is an on-building location with special integrated design conditions, which does not lend itself to designing to provide space for additional providers.  However any future providers on this building would be subject to the same stealth design limitations, conditions and review criteria.

D. Any application for construction of a new wireless communication facility, tower, antenna or equipment compound must provide a detailed site plan of the proposed project.  This properly scaled site plan will include one page (including ground contours) that portrays the layout of the site, including the proposed facility, the fall radius of any proposed monopole, as well as proposed and existing structures within 200 feet of the tower base and the identification of the specific trees, structures, improvements, facilities and obstructions, if any, that the applicant proposes to temporarily or permanently remove or relocate.   Access to and from the site, as well as dimensioned proposed and existing drives, must be included on this plan.  Detailed exterior elevations (from all views) of the tower, screening wall, and all proposed buildings must also be submitted.  Finally, a landscape plan detailing location, size, number and species of plant materials must be included for review and approval by the Planning Commission.
Not applicable, however this information has been provided for the current site conditions.

E. Description of the transmission medium that will be used by the applicant to offer or to provide services and a statement that applicant will meet all federal, state and city regulations and law, including but not limited to FCC regulations.

The applicant shall provide an engineer’s statement that anticipated levels of electromagnetic radiation to be generated by facilities on the site, including the effective radiated power (ERP) of the antenna, shall be within the guidelines established by the FCC.  The cumulative effect of all antennas and related facilities on a site will also comply with the radio frequency radiation emission guidelines established by the FCC.  An antenna radiation pattern shall be included for each antenna.
Not applicable.

F. Preliminary construction schedule including completion dates.
Not applicable.

G. The applicant shall provide a copy of its FCC license
Submitted with previous renewal.

H. Copies of letters sent to other wireless communication providers and their response regarding their interest to co-locate.
Not applicable since it is an on-building and integrated design, and not a tower.

I. Any other relevant information requested by City Staff.
None requested.

The following factors for consideration for the Special Use Permit were reviewed by the Commission as prepared by Staff:

A. The character of the neighborhood.
The building is located on the east side of Mission Road.  There are offices and multi-family uses on both the south and north, and single-family uses across the west side of Mission.  As a church building and campus, the design of the overall grounds reinforces the residential character of the immediate vicinity and are compatible with the small-scale and low-intensity commercial uses.

B. The zoning and uses of property nearby.
North:	R-1B Single-Family District – Windsor Park
		RP-3 Planned Garden Apartment District - Apartments
East:	R-1B Single-Family District – Single Family Dwellings
South:	R-1B Single-Family District – Single Family Dwellings
		C-O Office Building District - Offices
West:	R-1B Single-Family District – Single Family Dwellings

C. The extent that a change will detrimentally affect neighboring property
This is the renewal of an existing Special Use Permit that will not have a detrimental effect on neighboring property.  The installation has been in place since 1996, and the City has not received any complaints.

D. The relative gain to public health, safety and welfare by destruction of value of the applicant’s property as compared to the hardship on other individual landowners.
This is a renewal of an existing installation with no changes proposed, and therefore it will not create any hardship on adjacent landowners.

E. The proposed special use complies with all applicable provisions of these regulations, including intensity of use regulations, yard regulations and use limitations.
The proposed antenna installation meets all the setback, height and area regulations contained in the Zoning Ordinance.

F. The proposed special use at the specified location will not adversely affect the welfare or convenience of the public.
This application will have no adverse effect on the welfare or convenience of the public.  The City has not received any complaints regarding this installation.

G. The location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved in or conducted in connection with it, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving access to it are such as the special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of the property in the immediate neighborhood so as to hinder development and use of neighboring property in accordance with the applicable zoning district regulations.  In determining whether the special use will cause substantial injury to the value of property in the immediate neighborhood, consideration shall be given to:

1. The location, size, nature and height of buildings, structures, walls, and fences on the site; and
2. The nature and extent of landscaping and screening on the site.
The installation of the antennas on this building has had relatively little impact and has not dominated the immediate neighborhood as to hinder development.  This is an on-building location with all facilities designed and integrated into the architectural features of the building through design and/or color.  No landscaping or screening on the site is necessary.

H. Off-street parking and loading areas will be provided in accordance with the standards set forth in these regulations and such areas will be screened from adjoining residential uses and located so as to protect such residential uses from any injurious effect.
Off street parking will not be necessary for this particular use other than a parking space currently available for service people entering the building to maintain equipment.  The parking that is provided on the site will be adequate for this need.

I. Adequate utility, drainage, and other such necessary facilities have been or will be provided.
Since there are not external improvements on the site, existing utility, drainage, and other facilities should be adequate.

J. Adequate access roads or entrance and exist drives will be provided and shall be so designed to prevent traffic hazards and to minimize traffic congestion in public streets and alleys.
The site and the equipment should require only service vehicles for periodic maintenance.  The traffic generated by the use is so minimal that it will not create any additional congestion on the streets.

K. Adjoining properties and the general public shall be adequately protected from any hazardous or toxic materials, hazardous manufacturing processes, obnoxious odors or unnecessarily intrusive noises.
The antennas and equipment do not have any hazardous or toxic materials, obnoxious odors, or intrusive noises that would affect the general public.

L. Architectural design and building materials are compatible with such design and materials used in the neighborhood in which the proposed facility is to be built or located.
The antenna panels are masked within the color and materials of the church steeple and the wires are not visible except immediately below the panels, then are integrated into the steeple.  All accessory equipment is in a compound screened from public view and integrated in to the principle building with the same brick materials.

M. City Staff recommendations.
It is the opinion of Staff that the proposed renewal of the Special Use Permit meets the Factors for Consideration and recommends that it be approved subject to the conditions on the site that made the original application and subsequent renewals appropriate. 

Gregory Wolf moved the Planning Commission recommend the Governing Body approve the renewal of the Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna at 7241 Mission Road subject to the following conditions: 

1. The renewal of the Special Use Permit shall be for ten years. At the end of the ten-year period, the permittee shall resubmit the application and shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning Commission and the City Council that a need still exists for the tower, and that all the conditions of approval have been met. The Special Use Permit may then be extended by the same process and criteria as for the initial application, or subject to the regulations in place at that time.
2. Any antenna or other facility that is not operated for a continuous period of twelve (12) months shall be considered abandoned and the owner shall remove the abandoned equipment within 90 days after receiving notice from the City. If the antenna or facility is not removed within that 90 days period, the governing body may order the equipment removed and may authorize the removal of the same at the permittee's expense. 
3. The applicant shall have a structural inspection of the tower performed by a licensed professional engineer licensed in the State of Kansas prior to any structural or equipment change and submit it as a part of the renewal application.
4. The wireless communication facility, monopole and antennas shall be structurally maintained to a suitable degree of safety and appearance (as determined by the City and any applicable law, statute, ordinance, regulation or standard, building codes, or industry standards, including structural and operational standards and regulations as established by the FCC, FAA, EPA and other applicable federal regulatory agencies) and if it is found not to be in compliance with the terms of the Special Use Permit will become null and void within 90 days of notification of noncompliance unless the noncompliance is corrected. If the Special Use Permit becomes null and void, the applicant will remove the facility tower antenna and all appurtenances and restore the site to its original condition.
5. The permittee shall keep the property well maintained including maintenance and replacement of landscape materials; free of leaves, trash and other debris; and either regularly cleaning up bird droppings or installing anti-perch devices that prevent birds from perching on the installation.
6. In the future should the levels of radio frequency radiation emitted be determined to be a threat to human health or safety, the wireless communication facility, tower or antenna shall be rectified or removed as provided for herein. This finding must be either mandated by any applicable law, by federal legislative action, or based upon regulatory guidelines established by the FCC.
7. It shall be the responsibility of any permit holder to promptly resolve any electromagnetic interference problems in accordance with any applicable law or FCC regulation.
8. A copy of the lease between the applicant and the landowner containing the following provisions:
a. The landowner and the applicant shall have the ability to enter into leases with other carriers for co-location.
b. The landowner shall be responsible for the removal of the communications tower facility in the event that the leaseholder fails to remove it upon abandonment.
9. Information to establish the applicant has obtained all other government approvals and permits to construct and operate communications facilities, including but not limited to approvals by the Kansas Corporation Commission.
10. The installation shall remain an on-building, integrated design installation where all equipment is integrated as an architectural feature of the structure or landscape so that the purpose of the facility or any equipment for providing wireless services is not readily apparent to the general public.
11. The Special Use Permit is for Sprint, Nextel and Clearwire.   Additional carriers may locate on the tower subject to approval of a Site Plan by the Planning Commission in accordance with Chapter 19.32 Site Plan Approval and an amended Special Use Permit will not be required provided it does not enlarge or increase the visibility of the equipment area or does not increase the visibility or otherwise reduce the integrated design of facilities on the steeple.
12. The approved Site Plan, dated March 10, 2014 and submitted with this renewal application documenting the current conditions shall be incorporated as the Site Plan for approval of this application. If any changes are made to the Site Plan as a result of the approval, the plan shall be revised and submitted to the City prior to obtaining a permit.
13. In the event that a carrier transfers its facilities to another carrier or changes its name due to merger acquisition, etc., it will notify the City within 30 days of such change and will provide a description of the service provided by that carrier. If modifications are required as a result of this change they will be approved by Staff unless in the opinion of Staff they are significant changes, then they will be submitted to the Planning Commission for Site Plan Approval.
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.


NON PUBLIC HEARINGS 
PC2016-130  Request for Final Development Plan Approval for Capella Condominiums
	      9445 Rosewood

Commissioner Melissa Brown recused herself due to a professional conflict of interest.  

Mark Ledom, 1600 West 94th Terrace,  with 2020, LLC, stated he seeking final development plan approval for 9445 Rosewood Drive ,  a 3-story tall, 6-unit residential condominium building, with below building parking, on the 0.71-acre site that will be on the east side of the new roadway connecting the Meadowbrook Park development to Rosewood Drive. The existing office building at 5200 West 94th Terrace has been platted as Lot 1 (1.29 acres) and the new condo building on this site has been plated as Lot 2 (0.71 acres). The new street lot is approximately 0.21 acres.

In February of 2016, Lot 2 was rezoned from CP-2 (Planned General Business) to MXD (Mixed Use District) and approval of a Preliminary Development Plan for Lot 2 was added as an addendum to the previously approved Preliminary Development Plan for the adjoining Meadowbrook Park.  Mr. Ledom noted the cooperative effort between 2020, LLC and Van Trust on this application.  

Gregory Wolf questioned if Van Trust was involved in this application which would require him to recuse himself for a professional conflict of interest.  Justin Duff, 4100 Main with Van Trust, confirmed that Van Trust had no ties to this application.  

Mr. Ledom presented an exterior materials board to the Commission which included clear cedar siding to be used for the vertical elements, black granite (12 x 24) on the south stair, limestone used for the horizontal elements and “Capella”, copper on the eaves around the building and windows and shiplap panel to be used on vertical elements.  

PJ Novick reported that on January 5, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the requested rezoning of the subject property to MXD (Mixed Use District) including the related Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat.  The Commission adopted a motion to find favorably the findings of fact based on the “golden factors” as detailed in the Commission report, and recommended to the City Council approval of the requested rezoning and proposed Preliminary Development Plan subject to a set of conditions of approval.  As part of this action, the Commission also approved the Preliminary Plat for the site.  

Following the Commission hearing, on February 1, 2016, the City Council reviewed the applications and the Commission recommendation and approved the rezoning and the Preliminary Development, subject to the following conditions of approval:

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.  

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.  

7. Execution of the cross-parking agreements is presented with the final development plan.

8. The future parking to the north of Lot 1 shall be completed and ready for use prior to any construction on Lot 2.

9. The applicant work with staff on the determination of the best location for the trash enclosure with that to be reflected on the final development plan.

10. A pedestrian connection shall be provided to Rosewood and the Park Development.

Mr. Novick reported that there are no outstanding issues.  All of the recommended conditions of approval and the Final Development Plans are consistent with the approved Preliminary Development Plan.  The Final Plat has been approved and recorded.  Staff recommends the Commission approve the Final Development Plan, subject to the applicant executing and recording all easements and agreements prior to issuance of a building permit.

James Breneman questioned the parking.  Mr. Ledom noted the parking area has been striped and is being used.  He noted the final 2” overlay will be added at a later date after the primary construction work has been completed to prevent excessive damage to the parking area by the large equipment.  

Mr. Breneman noted that the sidewalk pedestrian connection to Rosewood is missing the ADA inserted piece between the sidewalk and the street.  Mr. Ledom replied that was an oversight on the plans and that the transition piece would be installed.


Gregory Wolf moved the Planning Commission approve PC2016-130, the Final Development Plan of Capella Condominiums subject to the following condition:
1. The applicant executing and recording all easements and agreements prior to issuance of a building permit.
2. Add the truncated dome transition piece for the pedestrian sidewalk at Rosewood.   
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed by a vote of 6 to 0 with Melissa Brown abstaining.  

Commissioner Brown returned to the meeting.  

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein changed the agenda moving consideration of PC2016-131 to the final item.   

PC2016-132   Request for Monument Sign Approval 
    Nall Avenue Church of the Nazarene
    6301 Nall Avenue
Tim Mayer, 1120 East 13th Street, KC, Missouri, with LTD Signs and Graphics, stated the church is seeking to replace an aging existing monument sign located at the corner of 63rd and Nall and two directional signs at each entrance to the site – one on 63rd Street and one on Nall.  The proposed signs meet the basic sign design standards of the city’s sign regulations.  

Chris Brewster noted the site is a 7.5 acre corner location with 2 driveway entrances – 1 from each street frontage.  The lot includes approximately 1,000 feet of frontage on Nall and approximately 430 feet of frontage along 63rd Street.  The building facilities include a main hall for services, associated classrooms, meeting rooms and offices, event space, an outdoor playground, volleyball courts, open space and accessory parking.  The property is zoned R-1A.

The sign ordinance allows churches, schools, and community buildings in residential districts up to 2 signs identifying the premises – which may be either wall mounted or monument signs.  [19.48.020.A.]  In addition, the sign ordinance requires that all monument signs proposed in the City be submitted to the Planning Commission for approval of the sign and any associated landscape plans.  [19.48.015.M] Therefore, through the site plan review the applicant is requesting approval of the monument sign design and two additional directional signs associated with each site entrance.

Section 19.48.015.M requires that all monument signs meet the following applicable standards:
· 5’ height limit.  The monument sign is only 4’ 6” above grade.  The structure upon which the sign is placed has an arching cap, which starts at approximately 4’ 6” high, and proceeds to a maximum height of 6’ at the far end.  In past applications that Planning Commission has approved exceptions to the 5’ height standard for limited ornamental features.  The predominate portion of this structure is below the height limit, the entire sign face is below the height limit.  This is a very large site and the sign will be placed in a large open area at the corner.  The structure is not out of scale with this location and will have no impact on adjacent properties.  Each of the proposed entrance directional signs is 4’ high.
· 20 square feet limit for the sign.  The sign area for monument signs is measure by the surface of the sign panel.  The proposed sign surface is 14.0625 square feet.  There is additional address and identification on the monument structure that is typically not part of the sign area.  However this identification is only approximately 2 square feet and if added to the sign total would still be under the 20 square feet limit.  Each of the entrance directional signs is under the 20 square feet limit as the structures are 10 square feet and the copy on the sign is less than 3.5 square feet.  These signs are accessory to the site, provide directional guidance to assist with access and operation of the site, and are scaled appropriately for this large site with long street frontages.
· Be located at least 3’ from the property line or 12 feet from the back of curb.  The aerial plan is not scaled, but the proposed locations appear to meet each of these standards, and are in a location with enough space to where they could be adjusted to safely meet this requirement.  Each of the entrance direction signs include an image with setbacks from sidewalks and curbs (6’ from back of sidewalk at the closest and far beyond 12’ from any rights-of-way curb lines).
· Signs are to be located in a landscape setback area or have a 3’ minimum landscape setback around the base.   The monument sign is proposed in a very large lawn area that exists on both the Nall and 63rd Street frontages, however it is proposed to be closer to the intersection than the current sign and closer to the Nall frontage of the corner.  This area far exceeds the landscape area.  Each of the entrance directional signs similarly meets this standard.
· Permanent building materials similar to or complementary to buildings on the site.  The proposed sign has a Natural Prairie Stone Base and a dark bronze painted cabinet.  The cap is aluminum and painted to match.  The sign face is routed aluminum and painted with complimentary colors.  The entrance directional signs have a similar design without the natural stone.  These materials and colors are complimentary to the building which has a pale brick material, with complimentary materials in darker earth tones.  
· Monument signs in the residential districts may be illuminated provided the source of the illumination shall not be visible from off the premises.  The internal cabinet illumination proposed for each sign appears to meet this requirement with 60 watt lights; however specifics as to the illumination will be part of the construction and permit process.

Jonathan Birkel confirmed that the aluminum panel will be painted in two parts.

James Breneman expressed concern with potential interference with sight distance on 63rd Street as the drawing indicates the sign is 6 feet from the street and asked that staff look at that prior to installation of the sign.  Mr. Mayer noted the proposed sign replaces an existing post and is only 4 feet in height; however, they are glad to do a sight distance analysis.  

Gregory Wolf moved the Planning Commission approve PC2016-131 for approval of a monument sign and two directional signs at 6301 Nall Avenue subject to the following conditions:
1. That the location of the entrance directional signs be at least as far back as indicated in the plans, and otherwise located to not interfere with appropriate site distances at each entrance (to be verified by Public Works and the building official at permitting).; and
2. The location of the monument sign on the corner shall be verified to be at least 3’ from the property line and at least 12’ from the back of the curb, and otherwise located to not interfere with appropriate site distances at each entrance (to be verified by Public Works and the building official at permitting); and
3. The specifications for interior lighting of the cabinet signs are provided at the time of permitting to demonstrate that it will not otherwise interfere with traffic safety or adjacent residential properties.
The motion was seconded by Jonathan Birkel and passed unanimously:  

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein recused herself and left the meeting due to a professional conflict of interest.  Vice Chairman Gregory Wolf assumed the Chair.  


PC2016-131   Request for Site Plan Approval – Meadowbrook Activity Center
		  9101 Nall
Jeff Stewart, Deputy Director of Johnson County Park & Recreation District, introduced the following team members present: Brian Garvey and Justin Roth with SFS Architecture; Kelly VanElders with Land Works; Cliff Middleton, Planning & Development Manager; Rhonda Pollard, Superintendent of Recreation and Jim Wilson, Project Manager.  Mr. Stewart expressed his appreciation to all who have been involved in this project noting the support and cooperation between all entities to create a very special project.  The Johnson County Park & Recreation District Board recently approved the Meadowbrook Park Master Plan as well as representatives from Van Trust.  

Kelly VanElders presented an overview of the Phase I improvements including the trail system, the Great Lawn, play areas, restrooms, shelters, parking and the activity building.  The trail system will cover approximately 2.7 miles of ten foot wide asphalt trail and be interconnected with five foot wide concrete trails in the development.  The total trail system is approximately 3.75 miles.  The Great Lawn is a large open space that can be used for a variety of activities including festivals.  The Grove is located in an existing area of trees and includes a play area, rock climbing, sand box, shelter and restrooms.  The Senior Wellness area is a new concept in the United States and provides equipment and stretching activities.  The west tennis courts will be renovated into pickle-ball courts.  They are creating a competition for the design of the destination playground with the selection after input of area school children.  

There will be two restrooms constructed in Phase I.  The restrooms will be four-season restrooms and will be constructed of stone.  Three park shelters will be constructed in Phase 1 accommodating approximately 48 people in each.  There will be grills and drinking fountains located near the shelters.  The Grand Pavilion will be constructed similarly to the activity building.  It will include a fireplace, gas grill, outdoor fire pit and a gas fire pit inside.  

Mr. VanElders stated there will be 378 parking stalls available for public park access with a possible addition of 33 spaces later.  

Brian Garvey presented the proposed plans for the activity center and surrounding area.  The center will have the same footprint as the existing clubhouse but will be approximately one-half the size, as it will not have a second floor and the basement area will be used for storage.  The building has been planned to serve as an anchor for activities within the park.  The program includes a large rentable banquet room to house events of up to 200 people.  A multi-purpose room is also planned for smaller gatherings and JCPRD programs.  An early childhood development center has been planned for the building and will be operated by JCPRD staff for pre-kindergarten children.  The building will also house administrative and support offices as well as a large deck area.  

Mr. Garvey reviewed the exterior design and materials consisting of wood soffit, vertical access siding; salvaged natural stone on the vertical elements of natural stone, horizontal fiber cement around the deck, a vertical dark bronze sun shade and lots of glass on the south side.  Elevations of the proposed buildings were presented along with the floor plan.  The basement has been added as a bid alternate and if accepted will provide an approximately 4000 square foot storage area.     

Brian Garvey reviewed the photo simulations and the proposed exterior materials. Demolition of the building is scheduled to occur this coming month. 

Chris Brewster noted that several meeting were held as part of the design process for this specific component of the project (in addition to other meetings as part of the design of Meadowbrook Park and the overall Meadowbrook redevelopment plan):
· Conceptual design meeting with City Staff – September 21st, 2016
· Neighborhood meeting – October 26th, 2016 (details and meeting notes included as part of the applicant’s submittal)
· Pre-application meeting with City Staff – November 1st, 2016

He stated in addition to these meetings, the applicant provided staff with conceptual designs for review and comment prior to their official submittal.  Comments and suggestions from those conceptual designs have been addressed and incorporated into this application.

The following analysis was provided by staff per Section 19.32.030 of the Prairie Village Zoning Regulations:

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 this district and adequately accommodates the building, parking and circulation and open space and landscape.  It is a similar scale and development pattern to the current building.

B.	Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development.
The proposed use is similar 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.
A stormwater concept plan has been provided as part of this application (dated 11/4/16 and stamped by a licensed Kansas Civil Engineer).  The site plan will primarily use the existing driveways and parking areas and the impervious surface will not substantially increase in relation to the overall context.  A portion of the area around the building and the small expansion of parking to the east and other site improvements around the building are anticipated, however the concept plan states a net decrease in impervious surface will result from initial plans.  Future expansion of the parking area is anticipated to be handled with sheet flow and a proposed rain garden.  Overall drainage patterns for the site will not change from existing patterns.  The grading plan, site plan and landscape plan demonstrate the capability for appropriate storm water management. In addition, the final grading storm water plans or verification of the findings of the concept plan will need to be approved by Public Works at the time of construction and permitting.

D.	The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation.
The plan will utilize the same access as the previous Meadowbrook Club House.  Although the change of use may involve different traffic patterns it is not anticipated that these will cause problems to any of the surrounding streets.  The existing access points are each more than 300’ from the intersection of 91st and Nall and there is improved pedestrian accessibility provided through associated park improvements to the south and east.  Further, as part of the overall park master plan, the overall development will have improved accessibility to other portions of the park grounds through Meadowbrook Parkway.

E.	The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design principles.
The applicant submitted a conceptual site and landscape plan for staff to comment on prior to the official application submittal.  The official submittal includes a tree preservation plan and landscape plan that addresses all of staff’s comments on the conceptual plan, and is acceptable to staff, with the following additional comments:
· The parking lot screening near Nall and Somerset, shrubs that grow to 36” tall planted at 48” on center or ornamental grasses that grow to 36” tall planted at 24” on center. are acceptable.  Plans shall note the species & cultivar to verify that they will attain this height or be subject to final staff review to meet this requirement.  Triangulated or double row spacing of the grasses will maximize the screening effect as they fill in.
· Add a shade tree at the end of the parking rows at the NE and SW corners of the existing parking lot.  Add a shade tree at the end of the parking rows at the NW & SW corners of the new parking lot.  The two existing parking lot trees to remain must be in excellent health to remain.  If determined to be in poor health, replace them with new trees.
A sign plan has been provided for this specific site that is consistent with the overall sign packages anticipated for the park master plan, and the Johnson County Park and Recreation District Signage and Graphics Program.  The signs proposed on this site include the following:
· Two monument signs – one at each entrance.  These signs have an arched sign face that extends from 5’-8½” to 7’ above grade, and a total area of approximately 42 square feet.  However, they are appropriately scaled for a site of this size and as part of a larger park and destination.
· Internal directions signs associated with operations of the site and pedestrian way finding in relation to the overall park development and programs (kiosk and pedestrian regulations)
· Building identification signs associated with the North and West elevations (well below the 5% standard typically applicable to buildings in Prairie Village)
In addition, a lighting plan and lighting specifications have been provided that demonstrates compliance with the City lighting ordinance and performance standards.

F.	An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood.
The houses in the adjacent neighborhoods are traditional suburban homes with a range of design styles.  Most of the houses are sided with masonry, wood or shingle siding with a few stucco homes sprinkled in.  The proposed Activity Building is a more contemporary design, but employs the same traditional masonry and wood materials as the surrounding neighborhood.  

Due to site limitations, the building will sit upon a plinth on the park side of the property.  The architect has used this to their advantage by providing larger windows along the south side of the building that will open up the view to the park setting.  The north (street) side of the building has lower eaves that give the building a more pedestrian feel. The fenestration of the building is a combination of curtain wall and punched openings.  The curtain wall is focused on the south and west elevations while the punched openings occur on the east and north elevation.  This is in keeping with the scale of the building.  

The project includes a “grand pavilion” that will be sited to the west of the site and will be the closest structure to Nall Avenue.  The shape of the structure and the materials are in keeping with the principal building.  

In summary, the project is in keeping with the neighborhood in materials if not in design style.  The site arrangement is appropriate and well thought out. 

G.	The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies.
Village Vision (2007 comprehensive plan) identifies this area as public / semi-public, consistent with its prior use and the proposed primary use through the Meadowbrook redevelopment plan.  Village Vision also includes components of neighborhood reinvestment and parks and recreation facilities for which this application is consistent.  This application is also part of the more specific Meadowbrook redevelopment master planning process which furthered the policies and components of Village Redevelopment through a detailed planning process.

Jonathan Birkel confirmed that the childcare program will be operated by the Park District following their other facilities in terms of hours.  The program will have 24 children under the age of 5.  

Jeffrey Valentino asked about potential use of the meeting room.  Mr. Stewart replied it would be available for rental, but will also be used for existing and new Park District programs.  

James Breneman noted it was proposed to use wood on the soffit overhangs and suggested that fiber cement would not be as subjective to the elements and last longer.  Brian Garvey replied the proposed use of wood on the vertical elements provide a warmer feel and also continue into the interior of the building.  He noted that the wood would be treated and provides a deeper profile.  Mr. Birkel confirmed that the wood would be painted.  

Mr. Breneman asked what the height was at its highest point.  Mr. Garvey stated it was 20 to 25 feet.  They are seeking a large room feel and have proposed a large chandelier for the room.  

Jonathan Birkel asked how they would control the lighting from the south.  Mr. Garvey replied that roller shades will be used in combination with blackout shades.  

Patrick Lenahan expressed concern with the grading plan for the restroom area which has one of the lowest elevations on the site.  The plan has all the water draining down towards the building.  Mr. Garvey replied that the area will be built up and the grade will go away from the buildings.  Mr. VanElders stated they are improving the existing foundation and the direction of the drainage was in error.  Melissa Brown stated she shared Mr. Lenahan’s concerns regarding the grading which per the grading plan sends water directly into the restrooms.  

Mr. Birkel questioned if there would be a concrete floor  Mr. Garvey replied that they would be demolishing the building, build retaining walls and backfill.  It was asked if a basement was considered with possible refinishing at a later date.  Mr. VanElders  replied it was discussed by the District Board and rejected due to cost and they did not want to have any unfinished areas.  

Jonathan Birkel asked how the building and restrooms would be secured.  Mr. VanElders stated there would be security cameras located under the deck overlooking the restroom area and additional lighting is planned for this area.  He noted that this is an ungated park making it more difficult to secure.  

James Breneman stated based on the proposed site plan there is no easy way for service vehicles to get to the building.  He recommended there be some access to the drop-off area.  Mr. VanElders reviewed the options that they had considered.  Mr. Breneman also noted the plans only called for 4” asphalt instead of 8”.  Mr. VanElders stated there would be 8 inch asphalt poured.  

Mr. Breneman noted there was a kiosk sign located near the entrance and suggested that it be relocated to ensure that it is not in the way for fire and emergency equipment.  He also noted that for several years the city has requested the utility box near the entrance area be landscaped and he would like to see that done  

Melissa Brown confirmed the horizontal material below the roof line was wood.  Mr. Garvey noted they were exploring a curtain wall system to warm up the appearance of the building.  The sun shade would be dark bronze.  

Mr. Breneman asked about the great pavilion.  Mr. Garvey replied it was a large open air structure for large gatherings.  Mr. Lenahan noted the staff report does not have this as part of this and how are the details known.  Chris Brewster stated they are reflected in the Master Plan for the park.  

Melissa Brown questioned the projected cost.  Mr. Garvey stated they have been doing in-house pricing analysis and the end of next week will send the plans out for independent pricing.  

James Breneman stated he did not see trash location and enclosures on the plan.  Melissa Brown stated they were reflected on  the landscape plan.  Mr. Garvey stated that was page L100.  Melissa Brown asked what the large triangles represented in the event space.  Mr. Garvey replied they were notations for projectors and screens.  

Mr. Breneman asked how the meetings were advertised.  Mr. Garvey stated they sent out invitations to the property owners within 200 feet and an e-mail list that had been gathered of interested persons totaling approximately 500.  However, he noted that several of the e-mail came back undeliverable.  

Chris Brewster stated the applicant met early and often with city staff during the design process.  

Gregory Wolf asked if the applicant had any concerns with the staff recommended conditions.  Mr. VanElders replied they did not.  

Mr. Wolf asked if the commission wanted to add language on the concerns expressed regarding the grading.  Mr. Lenahan replied that those would be covered under condition #1. 

Mr. Wolf asked about the 8” asphalt vs. 4” asphalt to accommodate emergency and fire department vehicles.  Mr. VanElders replied building code requires that it be built to support fire department vehicles and that it would be done.

Mr. Wolf asked about the landscaping around the utility box near the entrance.  Mr. VanElders stated they were ok with that condition subject to safety/visibility issues.  

Jonathan Birkel noted the restrooms are located a significant distance of anything and suggested that a panic button or other safety measure be installed to notify police in case of an emergency.   Wes Jordan noted that this issue came up during discussions with staff and city staff advised them to use Franklin Park as a guide.  Mr. Jordan asked who would be responding – park security or Prairie Village police.  Based on experience at Franklin Park it is not necessary.  Mr. Birkel noted these restrooms are located significantly farther away from residences and the road than the ones at Franklin Park.  Mr. VanElders expressed concern with the devices being misused and/or vandalized.  Mr. Jordan suggested that this be reviewed by park security and Prairie Village police.  Mr. Garvey noted that the park security officers input was sought in the development of the plan.  Lighting and security cameras are provided to prevent vandalism and secure safety.   Gregory Wolf noted that staff will be asked to determine the best way to make this a secure area.  

Gregory Wolf noted that this was not a public hearing; however, he was advised of an individual who would like to speak on this issue.  He stated he would accept brief comments. 

Charles Schollenberger, 3718 West 79th Terrace, complimented the Johnson County Park District on the design of Meadowbrook Park and particularly the activity center and their inclusion of resident comments in the process.  Mr. Schollenberger offered the following two suggestions to the District relative to the Activity Center:  First, he would like to see the natural stone elements used on all sides of the building, not just the three sides proposed.  He noted the south side faces the major area of the park and felt that it should also have stone rather than the proposed material.  Secondly, he would like to see the deck on the south side of the building plumbed to bring possible electrical service in the future.  He noted that as a park structure he feels as much natural material as possible should be used following the example set by park areas throughout the United States. 

Brian Garvey replied that the material referenced is a capstone material with three inch depth.  They are waiting until they know how much of the existing stone they are going to be able to recapture for use in the new building.  

Patrick Lenahan moved the Planning Commission approve PC2016-131 Site Plan for Meadowbrook Activity Center at 91st and Nall, subject to the following conditions recommended by staff and those referenced by the Commission in these minutes:
1.	A final grading and storm water plan or endorsement of the findings and strategies in the concept plan be approved by Public Works prior to issuance of building permits.
2.	That the landscape plan be revised as follows:
· Plans shall note the species & cultivar to verify that shrubs will attain 36” height planted 48” on center and ornamental grasses will grow to 36” planted 24’ on center 
· Add a shade tree at the end of the parking rows at the NE and SW corners of the existing parking lot.  Add a shade tree at the end of the parking rows at the NW & SW corners of the new parking lot.  The two existing parking lot trees to remain must be in excellent health to remain.  If determined to be in poor health, replace them with new trees.  
· The utility facilities in and near the right-of-way be considered for landscape treatment provided it can effectively minimize the visibility of the facilities and not cause any vision obstructions or other safety issues. 
The motion was seconded by Melissa Brown and passed by a 6 to 0 vote with Nancy Wallerstein recused and abstaining due to a conflict of interest.  


OTHER BUSINESS
Countryside East Overlay District Update
[bookmark: _GoBack]Wes Jordan reported that he and Chris Brewster addressed the Countryside East Homes Association.  He noted that the Board for the association has almost completely turned over from the members who were on the Board with the Overlay District was put into place in 2012.  He and Mr. Brewster discussed the challenges that the city has faced with the implementation of the overlay district and noted that the new zoning regulations that were adopted by the City earlier this year address many of the concerns that initiated the development of the overlay district.  They noted the number of appeals that have been held and advised them that they anticipate more.  

Those present were receptive to the city’s concerns and desire to repeal the overlay district.  The homes association board will take a formal voted on December 13, 2016 on removal of the overlay district.  Mr. Jordan is hopeful that this will begin the process to remove the overlay district which was adopted by city ordinance and will have to be removed through the same process with a public hearing.  He would anticipate the earliest this would occur would be in February.  

NEXT MEETING
Two items have been continued to the January 10th meeting:  PC2016-06  Rezoning of Homestead Estates and PC2016-07 Special Use Permit for AT&T at 7700 Mission Road.  Due to the meeting being delayed a week, the filing deadline isn’t until December 9th.  


ADJOURNMENT
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Nancy Wallerstein adjourned the meeting at 8:27 p.m.  



Nancy Wallerstein
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December 6

,

 

2016

 

 

 

ROLL CALL

 

The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in 

regular

 

session on 

Tuesday

, 

December 6,

 

2016

 

in the 

Municipal Building 

Council Chambers

 

at

 

7

7

00 

Mission

 

Road

. 

 

Ch

airman 

Nancy Wallerstein

 

called the meeting to order at 7:

00

 

p.m.

 

w

ith the following members present:

 

James Breneman, Patrick Lenahan

,

 

Gregory Wolf, 

Jonathan Birkel

,

 

Melissa Brown 

and Jeffrey 

Valentino.

 

 

 

The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 

Commission

:  

Chris Brewster

, City Planning Consultant

; 

PJ Novick, Meadowbrook 

Planning Consultant; 

Wes Jordan, Assistant City 

Administrator

,

 

Serena Schermoly, 

Council Liaison;

 

Mitch Dringman, Building Official

 

and 

Joyce Hagen Mundy, 

Commission Secretary.

 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

James Breneman

 

moved

 

for the approval of the minutes of the Planning Commission for 

November 1

,

 

2016

 

as submitted

.

 

The motion was seconded by 

Jonathan Birkel 

and 

passed 

by a vote of 

5

 

to 

0 with 

Gregory Wolf and Melissa Brown

 

abstaining.  

 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS

 

PC2016

-

07   Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna by AT&T

 

                  

7700 Mission Road

 

 

Staff recommended that this application be continued to the January Planning 

Commission meeting.

        

 

 

Gregory Wolf

 

moved that PC2016

-

07 Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for 

Wireless Antenna by AT&

T at 7700 Mission Road be continued to the January 10

th

 

meeting of the Planning Commission.  The motion was seconded by

 

James Breneman

 

and passed unanimously.

 

 

PC2016

-

08  Request for Renewal of Special Use Permit for Wireless Antenna by Sprint

 

            

      

7241

 

Mission Road

 

Justin Anderson, 

9900 West 109

th

 

Street, Suite 300, Overland Park

, with Selective Site 

Consultants presented the request for renewal of the Special Use Permit for the Sprint 

Wireless Communication Antenna and equipment located on th

e St. Ann’s Catholic 

Church 

7241

 

Mission Road for Selective Site Consultants.  This installation is an on

-

building wireless telecommunications installation, with the antenna facilities integrated 

into the architectural features of the building.

  

It was ini

tially approved in 1996 and most 

recently in 

2014 

when

 

three new 

antennas

 

were added.  No changes are proposed with 

this application.  

  

Clearwire, Sprint and Nextel have antenna panels on the church

 

steeple painted to match the brick or stone on the steeple.  The equipment compound is 

