PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
TUESDAY, APRIL 4, 2017
7700 MISSION ROAD
7:00 P.M.

l. ROLL CALL
Il. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - MARCH 7, 2017
Il PUBLIC HEARINGS

V. NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS

PC2017-102 Site Plan Approval for a shade structure
Asbury United Church/Children’s Center
5400 West 75" Street
Zoning: R-1a
Applicant: Adam Winzenried for Asbury Children’s Center

PC2017-103 Temporary Use Permit - Summer Treatment Program
4801 West 79™ Street
Zoning: R-1a
Applicant: Children’s Mercy Hospital

V. OTHER BUSINESS
Staff Interpretation on Solar Panels

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

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
March 7, 2017

ROLL CALL

The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on
Tuesday, March 7, 2017 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: Melissa Brown, Patrick Lenahan, Gregory Wolf, Jeffrey
Valentino and Jonathan Birkel.

The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning
Commission: Chris Brewster, City Planning Consultant; Wes Jordan, Assistant City
Administrator; Serena Schermoly, Council liaison and Joyce Hagen Mundy,
Commission Secretary.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Birkel noted his comments on page 7 of the minutes referenced 71% Terrace, not
71°" Street as recorded. Gregory Wolf moved for the approval of the minutes of the
February 7, 2017 regular Planning Commission meeting with the corrected noted by Mr.
Birkel. The motion was seconded by Patrick Lenahan and passed by a majority with
Mrs. Brown abstaining.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

PC2017-01  Amendment to Prairie Village Zoning Regulations repealing
Design Guidelines for Countryside East Homes Association
PVMC 19.25.010

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein announced that this is a public hearing on a proposed
ordinance revision which will begin with a presentation by city staff of the proposed
changes. This will be followed with questions from the Commission. Then the public
hearing will be opened with individuals coming to the podium and providing their name
and address for the record.

Wes Jordan, Assistant City Administrator, stated that in 2013 the Prairie Village City
Council approved the establishment of the Countryside East Neighborhood Overlay
District and adopted the associated Design Guidelines to address remodeling and/or re-
building of homes within the Countryside East Homes Association. This effort was a
partnership between residents and City Staff to focus on “big ticket” items affecting the
character of the neighborhood such as overall height of structures, side yard setbacks,
etc.

Since the enactment of the Overlay District in 2013, there have been challenges
administering the Overlay which will be addressed at the Public Hearing. And, with the
successful adoption of the new city-wide building height and side set back zoning



restrictions that went into effect in July 2016, City Staff and the Countryside East HOA
Board recommend the Overlay be discontinued.

City Staff and the Planning Commission have engaged in ongoing discussions about the
mechanics of the Overlay that led to the Planning Commission suggesting that City Staff
reach out to the HOA Board to discuss the current challenges and recommendation of
the Commission to have a unified acceptance of the new building standards. In
discussion with the HOA President, Leslie Darrington, we believed that it was important
to communicate with the residents and also explain the challenges of the Overlay
District.

On November 14" 2016, Wes Jordan (Assistant City Administrator) and Chris Brewster
(contracted City Planner) attended the annual Countryside East HOA meeting and
discussed the following challenges with the enforcement of the Overlay District. :

Mr. Jordan stated that since the presentation on November 14" 2016, the HOA Board
has formally voted to discontinue the Overlay. Mr. Jordan acknowledged the
considerable work that went into the development of the Overlay by residents and City
Staff. Those efforts were not in vain; rather, are a part of the foundation of the new
building standard restrictions that were recently enacted city-wide by the City Council.

Chris Brewster with Gould Evans, contracted City Planning Consultant, stated a
“‘Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District” is defined as a carved out area for distinct
treatment. This was done in 2013 for the Countryside East Homes Association with
specific guidelines that are only applied to this area. This is the only Neighborhood
Conservation Overlay in Prairie Village.

Mr. Brewster reviewed the following challenges with the district as presented to the
homes association in November:
Overlay

—

. Four appeals of City Staff findings to date - all overturned by the appeals board.
2. Struggles with the structure of the appeals board and being placed in a quasi-
judicial role with neighbors.
3. Appeals have no outline for process or decision criteria.
4. Two sets of zoning standards are confusing to residents and more difficult to
administrator.
5. Concerns over vagueness and legal enforcement of some guidelines.
6. Inconsistency.....
a. Between the Overlay and Private Covenants
b. Between Overlay and Design Guidelines
c. Between Overlay and City-wide Zoning (some duplication/some conflicts)
d. Some Overlay Design Guidelines illustrations/comments are confusing.
The Countryside East Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District establishes the
following additional standards and guidelines:
1. Upper story limits of 1 %2 story



Eave line relationships of the existing home to the adjacent property
Facade design - windows, dormers/roof slopes, garage off-sets, porch/stoop
encroachment

4. Accessory unit prohibition; outbuilding limits

5. Side setbacks of 12.5% of lot width on each side

6. Minimum square footage

wnN

Mr. Brewster reviewed the following zoning changes that were adopted by the City in
June, 2016:
1. Change in height interpretation reducing height limit
a. Change from measurement at mid-point to measurement at highest point
b. R-la maximum height is 35 feet
c. R-Ib maximum height is 29 feet
2. Change in side setbacks
a. 4’ minimum to 6’ minimum in R-Ib
b. 5 minimum to 7 minimum in R-la
c. Atleast 20% of lot width (can be allocated between both sides)
3. Addresses first-floor elevation problems with top of foundation allowances
4. Retained maximum lot coverage restriction of 30%

Mr. Brewster reviewed graphic representations of the impact of the adopted revisions to
code.

Gregory Wolf asked if the overlay was repealed would restrictions be addressed through
the covenants. Mr. Brewster replied if they are stated in the covenants they would be
enforceable that way. If they are not currently included in the covenants, they would be
difficult to add at this point.

Mr. Brewster noted as an ordinance change the Planning Commission will be making a
recommendation to the Governing Body who will take the final action. The options
before the Planning Commission are to recommend to the Governing Body
e That the Overlay District be repealed
e That no action be taken
e That the Overlay District be modified. Mr. Brewster noted that this action would
require the direction of the Council for staff to spend the additional time required
to amend the overlay guidelines.

Wes Jordan added that when the Overlay District was enacted there was no indication
of the city revising its zoning regulations to address the issues addressed by the Overlay
District. He believes the enactment of the Overlay District served as a catalyst to the
City Council to proceed with amendments to the zoning regulations to restrict the size of
buildings. The formation of the Overlay District was an important first step in addressing
residents’ concerns with overbuilding. Mr. Jordan added that on March 20" staff will
make a presentation to the City Council on potential additional revisions to the city’s
zoning regulations.



Mr. Jordan noted that the building official has been working with an individual who is
caught between the inconsistencies between the overlay district and city code that may
be bringing legal action against the city.

Nancy Wallerstein asked Mr. Jordan to explain how the city came from the enactment of
the overlay to its position today.

Mr. Jordan replied that the Planning Commission directed staff to reach out to the
Homes Association Board regarding the challenges it was experiencing enforcing the
overlay district guidelines and to present the new zoning guidelines that were adopted
and how they address the concerns with building height and setbacks. Staff talked with
members of the Board and discovered that the Board was also experiencing challenges
with the overlay guidelines. Staff was invited by the Board to speak at the annual
meeting of the homes association and did so in November. At that meeting the
challenges were presented. No action was taken at the meeting. Its purpose was to
educate the residents. Following the meeting, staff stayed in contact with the Board. In
January, the Homes Association Board voted to support the repeal of the overlay
district. Staff prepared the letter to announce the public hearing on the proposed repeal,
which was reviewed by the Board. Per statute, this notification was sent to all residents
of the Countryside East Homes Association and all property owners within 200’ by
certified mail. The Board sent out the same notification through their e-mail listing to
ensure members that may not pick up their certified letter received notice of the hearing.

Gregory Wolf confirmed that no legal action has been filed at this point in time.

Leslie Darrington, 5120 West 66™ Terrace, is the current Vice President of the
Countryside East HOA Board and has also served previously as the President of the
Board. Mrs. Darrington verified the accuracy of Mr. Jordan’s statement of actions. She
noted that there has been significant communication between the Board and city staff.
She stated that Board has also experienced problems with the appeal process and that
the Homes Association does not have the resources to uphold the Overlay Design
Guidelines on its own.

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein opened the public hearing on PC2017-01.

Melissa Rawe, 4816 West 65" Terrace, stated that at the November 14" annual
meeting of the Homes Association the members agreed that they did not have enough
information to take action and felt that others not in attendance needed to receive the
information as well. Then she received a letter from the Board stating that they had
voted to support the repeal of the Overlay Guidelines. She asked what happened
between that meeting and the Board’s vote. Mr. Jordan stated city staff remained in
contact with the Board and noted that this public hearing is the formal opportunity for the
members to make comments, ask questions and voice concerns and/or support. There
was no second public information meeting of the homes association held.

Dan Blom, 5408 West 64" Terrace, noted the annual meeting notice did not indicate any
discussion of “repealing” the overlay district. As a member of the initial committee
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working on the Overlay Guidelines and former board member, Mr. Blom provided
background on the formation of the Overlay Guidelines and District. He stated the
concept originated with the City. At a meeting of area homes association presidents,
concern was expressed with deed restrictions being challenged and not enforced. The
particular challenge was in the Prairie Village Homes Association to their one and a half
story regulations.

One year later, with the support and encouragement of city staff, Countryside East
entered into a partnership with the city to become a beta test of Overlay Design
Guidelines. The guidelines/district was discussed over a three year period at annual
meetings and in neighborhood meetings. In 2010, the entire association was surveyed
by mail regarding the initiation of the Overlay District with 92% of the residents in
support. There were at least three different presentations made by then Assistant City
Administrator Dennis Enslinger on the formation of the Overlay District. Both the
Planning Commission and the City Council voted unanimously in support of the Overlay
District. This document was not cast in stone and they were advised adjustments could
be made and even that other neighborhoods may adopt similar guidelines using theirs
as a template. For that reason the appeals process was designed to be universal in
nature.

Mr. Blom asked for respect for the intense participation that went into the creation of the
Overlay District. He noted it is possible in the past four years, individuals may have
changed their opinion on the value and need for the Overlay District, however, it is
critical that be confirmed before any action is taken to repeal the District. Before that
decision is made he believes the following should occur. The residents need to also be
informed of the consequences of the repeal, of the objectives of the Overlay District and
of alternative plans to enforce the restrictions. What are the consequences of the city
and staff backing away from a substantial commitment made to the homes association
to implement and enforce these guidelines? What attempts have been made to modify
the guidelines to address the challenges. Mr. Blom stated the ramifications of the repeal
are consequential. He added that a public hearing is not good public engagement. A
vote by the City to repeal the Overlay District would be an extreme disservice to its
creation.

Mr. Blom stated he does not believe this recommendation has been completely thought
through in terms of the neighborhood and the residents. Statements were made about
the difficulty interpreting the drawings in the guidelines; however, the architect who drew
the drawings has never been asked for clarification. This action is a complete reversal
of the commitment made by the city in 2013 to the Countryside East Homes Association.

Nancy Wallerstein responded that in 2013 when the Planning Commission was asked to
approve the Overlay District to restrict rebuilding size, the city’s zoning regulations did
not appropriately address this concern. Since that time, new zoning regulations have
been adopted citywide that do address building height, mass and setback.

Mr. Blom noted the appeal process was created because Board members did not want
to put in an adversarial position with its members.
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Melissa Brown questioned how the neighbors could not be aware of the new guidelines.
Mr. Jordan replied he could not speak for the Board, but noted the city attempted to do
its due diligence in attending the homes association meeting.

Jim Nass, 5101 West 64" Terrace, asked for clarification of his deed restrictions and if
the City could issue a building permit that violated those deed restrictions. Chris
Brewster replied that if the plans meet city codes a building permit can be issued. Deed
restrictions are a private contract between the home owner and association that are not
enforceable by the City. The city can only enforce its regulations. Jeffrey Valentino
added that deed restrictions are enforceable, but by private entity, not the city. Mr.
Brewster added that the City does not have copies of all the deed restrictions within the
City.

Councilmember Jori Nelson wanted to address the Commission. Chairman Nancy
Wallerstein advised Ms Nelson that as a member of the Governing Body which would be
taking final action on this application, she should not speak at this time. By doing so,
she would need to recuse herself from taking action when the item came before the
Governing Body. Ms. Nelson advised those present that she was their representative
and encouraged them to contact her.

Todd Wetherilt, 6344 Ash, stated he came prepared to discuss the consequences of the
repeal. However, there appears to be a much bigger issue. He was part of the
committee creating the overlay design guidelines and architect who drew the
illustrations. He feels the larger issue is the partnership that was formed between the
City and the homes association to develop design standards that would be enforceable,
recognizing that the city cannot enforce deed restrictions and covenants and homes
associations often do not have the resources to enforce them. With the city now saying
that it is not willing to enforce the design guideline it now falls back on the homes
association to enforce their deed restrictions and covenants. With the city unwilling to
enforce them, the only enforceable regulations are the city’s zoning regulations.

Wes Jordan responded that the City does want to work with the community. He stated
that after this Overlay District was enacted, the Prairie Village Homes Association
approached the city for assistance in creating an overlay. Staff believes that the city
cannot become a city of multiple overlay districts. At this same time residents were
expressing concern with the growing number of larger homes being rebuilt on existing
lots starting the city on the path towards stronger zoning regulations regarding height,
mass and setbacks. Discussed at the same time was the creation of design standards.
There was significant pushback. Focus was placed on zoning regulation to create
guidelines that could be enforced throughout the city. Mr. Jordan added that already in
the city’s code is a restriction that the footprint of a home cannot exceed 30% of the lot.
This together with the new regulations has placed the city in a much better position to
regulate new construction and remodel construction.

Nancy Wallerstein responded to the question regarding the enforcement of covenants
and deed restriction stating that this is the responsibility of the Homes Association. She



noted that some homes associations require all building plans to be reviewed and
approved by them before they are submitted to the city for a building permit.

Mr. Nass expressed concern that if the city would not enforce covenants and deeds
restrictions that homes associations did not have the resources to do so that nothing
would be done.

Jeffrey Valentino noted the Overlay District applies to a specific area of the city. The
City is trying to address these concerns throughout the city with revisions to zoning
regulations that apply to all properties. There may be a gap between the Overlay
District Guidelines and the new zoning regulations; however, he feels it has gotten
smaller on major items.

Jim Nass questioned how a single guideline or regulation can be applied effectively to
all homes within the City. He does not feel the same standards can be applied to vastly
different neighborhoods. He would like to see the current Overlay Design Guidelines
amended to preserve the integrity of his neighborhood.

David Davis, 4800 West 65" Street, lives in a 1200 square foot home with a single
garage and was one of the appeals to the Overlay District Board to expand his home.
He came to speak in support of the repeal; however, noted that maybe there were ways
to make changes that would give property owners the ability to grow into their homes
and still maintain the character of the neighborhood. He feels options must be available
to residents. He noted there is variety within the association and feels this conversation
is an opportunity to think about how to address the challenges being faced both by the
city and by residents of Countryside East. People are concerned that they have not
been heard and it makes sense to stop and talk more.

Michael Pate, 5006 West 63™ Terrace, stated deed restrictions and covenants can only
be enforced by the homes association. The city’s enforcement capability applies only to
its zoning and building codes. The City can backup its requirements, as a legal
document deed restrictions must be backed up by the courts.

Peter Gogol, 5019 West 65" Terrace, has spent 9 years on the homes association
board and was president in 2013 when the Overlay District was enacted. The first two
years the Board was pleased with how it was functioning and several building permits
were issued. He thanked the current board for their service and city staff. He
understands the challenges. The first notice he received on this was the certified letter
from the city. There was no mention of a possible repeal of the Overlay District in the
annual meeting notice. There was also nothing on the homes association website
hosted by the City.

Mr. Gogol noted that although the new city guidelines may address some of the issues
addressed by the Overlay District, it does not address them all. The Overlay District
specifically addresses front porch dimensions, which are not addressed by code, as well
as other issues. The results of the survey (92%) overwhelmingly endorsed the Overlay
District. Opinions may have changed, but before action is taken, it needs to be
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presented to the Homes Association. At this point in time, he recommends that no
action be taken or a recommendation to Council for modification of the document. He
stated that from its creation, it was anticipated that at some point in time the guidelines
would need to be modified.

Greg Wolf asked what the consequence would be of continuing this application. At this
point in time, it is clear that some residents have not had the opportunity to discuss this
amongst themselves and with the Board. Mr. Jordan replied “none”. He added that
one of the things that have yet to be revisited is Phase Il of the recently adopted code
revisions. The City Council decided to wait to see the impact on the Phase | on building
before proceeding with any further restrictions. Mr. Jordan stressed the City cannot
become a city of multiple overlay districts. He feels the challenges with the existing
Overlay District will continue to be discussed. The responsibility for the discussion
between the Board and its members rests with the Board. He noted that at the homes
association meeting several in attendance indicated that they were not aware of the
Overlay District Design Guidelines. Mr. Jordan confirmed with the Secretary that no
new notice would be required if the public hearing were to be continued. He noted that
the city sent out over 500 certified letters of notification for this hearing. Mr. Wolf stated
that he is not comfortable with the Commission moving forward until the residents have
had an opportunity to talk with their Homes Association Board and suggested that the
application be continued. Mr. Valentino agreed with Mr. Wolf, however, he felt there
needed to be specific information to be brought back to the Commission when the
hearing was reconvened.

Mr. Wolf asked what type of notification was given by the Board. Leslie Darrington
replied that e-mails and a post card were mailed to all residents prior to the annual
meeting. Mrs. Darrington noted that she had two calls since the annual meeting
regarding the Overlay District. She acknowledged that the post card stated there would
be “discussion of the Overlay District, not Repeal”, since the Board had not made any
decision at that point. She agrees that many of the residents have no knowledge of the
Overlay District Design Guidelines. She acknowledged there are inconsistencies and
problems with the covenants vs. the design guidelines vs. city code. Mr. Wolf confirmed
that the homes association could hold a special meeting.

Mrs. Darrington asked if the city has the resources to back the Overlay District and work
to make modifications and if it was worth going down that path. She feels there needs
to be more than conversation. There needs to be a solution. Mr. Wolf responded that
his concern at this time is the process. The Commission will be in a better position to
take up the merits of the application, after everyone has had due process regarding the
application.

Nancy Wallerstein asked how many of the individuals present were at the annual
meeting and had heard the presentation by city staff. Approximately half of those in
attendance indicated they attended the annual meeting.

Leslie Darrington asked if it would be possible for the City to notify the Homes
Association if a building permit request came in for a large home.
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Jonathan Birkel noted that some of the Phase Il design guidelines take the same ideas
that are expressed in the Countryside East Design Guidelines and asked if it would be
helpful to discuss those. Mr. Jordan replied that staff would need the City Council to
weigh in. He would have a better idea of Council’s position after March 20".  Mr. Birkel
felt that Phase Il covered 90-95% of the items in the Overlay District and he feels these
residents would be supportive of those actions. Mr. Jordan stressed that the direction
for Phase Il must come from the City Council and there is no push for immediate action.
He would anticipate this process would take several months to complete and would be
an even longer process than Phase |.

Gregory Wolf stated that he voted in support of the Overlay District in 2013 because
there was an obvious consensus between the homes association board and the
residents. He does not see that consensus existing at this time and moved the Planning
Commission continue PC2017-01 to its May 2" meeting to allow for continued
discussion between the Board and the residents with the goal being consensus on the
action to be taken. The motion was seconded by Jeffrey Valentino.

Nancy Wallerstein noted that this would provide sufficient time for additional meetings.
Also, the city staff will have more direction from the City Council after their March 20"
meeting on how to proceed with Phase |l. However, she agreed with Mr. Jordan that the
development and approval of Phase Il will take significant time.

Wes Jordan asked what the Commission’s expectations were for the continuation.

Jeffrey Valentino stated he saw the continuance as an opportunity for the homes
association board and the residents to engage in dialogue regarding the proposed
repeal, to define the differences between what is addressed by their overlay design
guidelines and the newly adopted city code and to determine what restrictions from the
established overlay design guidelines they feel must remain in place. They need to
come to a better understanding of what the Overlay District provides and what the city
regulations provide. This communication needs to be driven by the homes association
board.

Melissa Brown encouraged the residents to evaluate the recently adopted city
regulations and to look at what they have in the overlay district guidelines. She does not
feel that there are a lot of issues uncovered when you look at the overlay district
guidelines and the city regulations side by side. The City is seeking to retain and allow
beautiful homes with the potential for growth to meet the needs of its owners.

Patrick Lenahan echoed Mr. Birkel's thoughts that a consensus could be influenced by
what direction changes to the zoning code takes. He would suggest that the approach
should be for the Commission to take no action at this time. Continuing for 60 days may
not result in a solution. Mrs. Brown agreed, but feels the first step is to get the residents
engaged. Mr. Wolf replied that the Commission may after 60 days decide to take no
action, but he wants to ensure that the residents have the opportunity to fully engage
prior to the Commission taking any action.



Jonathan Birkel asked if the draft documents regarding potential design standards could
be given to the homes association. Mr. Jordan replied that they are public documents;
however, noted that when presented to the City Council, the Council’s direction was not
to approve them at that time because of the strong pushback. He felt he would have a
better idea of the direction of the Council after the meeting on March 20™.

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein stated she would take comments from the gentleman who
was at the podium and the woman who at the beginning of the meeting wanted to
address the Commission.

Chris Lipp, 4805 West 66" Street and current President of the Homes Association
stated that he gets calls from residents frequently. He has received one call regarding
the proposed repeal of the Overlay District and has received several from residents
questioning the restrictions in place by the Overlay District from members who want to
make changes to their homes. He requested direction from the Commission on its
expectations of the Homes Association Board when it returned in May. He noted that as
a Board they are concerned with potential litigation and are sometimes unable to give
complete feedback because of potential litigation. While he has only been president for
two months, he has served on the Board for 3 years and stated that the Overlay District
has been a constant challenge for them.

Jeffrey Valentino summarized his expectations for the Board as follows:
e To Engage residents
e To define the differences between what is provided by the Overlay District and
what is provided by the City code
e Determination of what restrictions, not provided by city code, must be retained.

Gregory Wolf stated what he wants during this time is for education to take place and for
residents to be heard. He does not feel this has occurred and is not comfortable taking
any action until it does.

Jeannine Mattoon, 4801 West 65" Terrace, thanked Mr. Wolf for his comments. She
stated that when she arrived at the meeting, she felt she had been duped and had not
been given enough information. Residents did not understand the implications of the
letter and the proposed action. People do not understand what the Overlay District is.
She wants time to learn more and to react to the information acquired. She asked how
residents will be notified of the new meeting date. Chairman Nancy Wallerstein stated
no new notices will be sent by the City. The meeting will be Tuesday, May 2" at 7 p.m.
It will be reflected on the city’s website and she would anticipate that the homes
association would ensure that its members get word of the continued meeting. It is their
responsibility to communicate with their members.

The motion to continue the public hearing for PC2017-01 to the May 2 meeting of the
Planning Commission was voted on and passed by a vote of 6 to 0.
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NON PUBLIC HEARINGS
There were no Non-Public Hearing applications to come before the Commission.

OTHER BUSINESS
None

NEXT MEETING
The secretary confirmed both an application before the Board of Zoning Appeals and
the Planning Commission have been submitted for April 4™

ADJOURNMENT
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Nancy Wallerstein
adjourned the meeting at 9 p.m.

Nancy Wallerstein
Chairman
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STAFF REPORT

TO:  Praire Village Planning Commission
FROM:  Chris Brewster, AICP, Gould Evans, Planning Consultant
DATE: April 4, 2017, Planning Commission Meeting

Application:

Request:

Property Address:

Applicant:

Current Zoning and Land Use:

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:

Legal Description:

Property Area:

Related Case Files:

Attachments:

PC 2017-102

Site Plan Approval — Accessory Shade Structure

5400 W, 75" Street

Asbury United Church / Children's Center, Adam Winzenried

R-1B Single-Family District- Church

North: R-1B Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings

East: R-1B Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings

South: R-1A Single-Family District, C-O Office Building District —
Office and Institutional buildings

West: Residential and Planned Residential (Overland Park, KS) -
Johnson County Wastewater and Williamsbrook
Condominiums

PRAIRIE FOREST LOT 17 PVC 2088 BOTA 93 834 TX [Note, the
applicant also owns Lots 10-12, 15, 16, 18, and 19 related to this
subject lot]

0.29 Acres {12,499 s.f.) — subject lot; approximately 4.19 Acres
(182, 516 s.f.} — entire property / campus.

None

Application, site plan, accessory structure specifications, concept
images




PC 2017-102

April 4, 2017 - Page 2

STAFF REPORT (continued)

General Location Map

Aerial Map




STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2017-102
April 4, 2017 - Page 3

COMMENTS:

Asbury United Church owns several lots on the nertheast comer of 75* Street and Nall Avenue in Prairie
Village. Collectively this campus makes up approximately 4.2 acres. The properties are all zoned R-1B
Single Family Residential. The campus is used for a church and other associated accessory uses, including
a Children's Center that runs infant care, pre-school, and after care services related to the church’s overall
mission. All of these uses are permitted in the R-1B zoning district and the site is otherwise compliant with
all zoning and development standards.

There is currently a playground located on Lot 17, that fronts on 75" Street just to the east of the main
church building and parking area, on the southwest corner of 75" and Ash Street (Ash is a dead end stub
that ends at the drainage way along Tomahawk Road, which forms the rear boundary of the campus
property). The applicant is proposing to construct a shade structure over a portion of the play area. All
new structures, including accessory structures {(except for limited specific exceptions) require a site plan
review and approval by the Planning Commission.

The proposed shade structure will be approximately 30' x 30, and have a maximum height of 14." It is
proposed to be located over the existing play equipment on the east side of the play area. The structure
will be at least 20' back from the 75™ street lot boundary and approximately 40' + from the Ash street lot
boundary. This would meet all required setbacks in R-1B for the subject lot (Lot 17 orienting towards Ash
Street) and if the campus were treated as a whole (4.19 acres orienting to 75* street — unenclosed
structures can encroach up to 12’ into the front setback, or up to 18' (required 30’ setback). Further, this
property is planned and designed as a campus, so despite meeting the all of the above standards applicable
primarily to single-family homes, the proposed location is consistent with the overall campus layout of the
property. The applicant owns all lots directly abutting the subject lot to the west, south and east.

The applicant gave notice and held a neighborhood meeting according to the Citizen Participation Policy,
and will be able to provide a summary of this meeting for the Planning Commission.

Since the short-term use is for more than 30 days, it requires Planning Commission approval.

The Planning Commission may approve a site plan for an accessory structure provided the application
meets the following criteria:

A. The site is capable of accommodating the buildings, parking areas, and drives with the
appropriate open space and landscape.

The site is an existing church / campus that has been functioning at the same level of activity for
several years. The site meets all applicable standards, and the proposed accessory structure will
not cause any increase in activity on the site.

B. Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development.

This site is currently served by utilities and they should be adequate to serve the proposed use.
C. The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff.

No changes in the existing site are proposed and therefore storm water runoff will not be affected.
D. The plan provides for safe ingress/egress and internal traffic circulation.

The existing parking area on the west side will provide adequate ingress/egress for the current uses
of the site and campus. Additionally, Ash Street provides secondary access to the church and
campus on the east side of the existing play area. Ash Street also has a pedestrian bridge and
passage on the north end that provides access to the church/campus and the play area via
Tomahawk. These existing conditions have served this site well and there is no anticipated increase
in activity from the proposed accessory structure.

E. The plan is consistent with good land planning and site engineering design principles.

The proposed accessory structure is serving an existing play area within the campus. Design
concepts from similar structures are provided and specifications for this specific structure are included
with the application.

F. An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality of the
proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood.
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The proposed structure is compatible with the design and use of the overall play area. It is located
to meet all applicable setbacks. There is some existing vegetation associated with the play area,
and located along the 75% Street frontage, so the applicant should clarify the intent of the overall
landscape / streetscape in this area with regard to the design and function of the shade structure.

G. The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with Village Vision and
other adopted planning policies.
One of the primary objectives of Village Vision is to encourage reinvestment in the community to
maintain the quality of life in Prairie Village. The existing use and campus design is consistent with
this component of Village Vision and the proposed accessory structure will assist the Church and
Children's Center in its mission.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is the recommendation of Staff that the Planning Commission approve the Site Plan subject to the
following conditions:

1.

That the structure be constructed per the attached site plan and specifications, and at the time of
building permit, all other building code and safety aspects applicable to the structure be verified
through staff permit reviews.

That the applicant confirm any immediate or longer-term landscape elements with regard to the play
area and the shade structure, and further the Planning Commission consider if any of these activities
would trigger any streetscape / landscape improvements along 75 Street,
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS

Asbury United Methodist Church /
Asbury Children’s Center
APPLICANT: Ann Porter, Director

EOF_OIM%E_QH_IY
Case No.: f£/CR2/ 7202 _

Filing Fees:
Deposit:

Date Advertised:
Date Natices Sent:
Public Hearing Date:

/7
PHONE: 913-677-5008

ADDRESS: 5400 W 75th St

E-MAIL: 2nnp@visitasbury.com

Same as above

OWNER;: PHONE:
ADDRESS;__Same as above ZiP;
LOCATION OF PROPERTY: Northeast corner of 75th and Nall

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

PRAIRIE FOREST LOT 17

ADJACENT LAND USE AND ZONING:
Land Use

North Church / place of worship

Scuth General office buildings

East Residential

West Church / place of worship

Present Use of Property: Children’s Playground

Zoning

R-1B

0

R-1B

R-1B

Please complete both pages of the form and retum to:

Planning Commission Secretary
City of Prairie Village

7700 Mission Road

Prairie Village, KS 66208



Does the proposed special use meet the following standards? If yes, attach a separate
Sheet explaining why.

Yes No

X

1. s deemed necessary for the public convenience at that location.

2. s so designed, located and proposed to be operated that the X
public health, safety, and welfare will be protected.

3. Is found 10 be generally compatible with the neighborheod in X
which it is proposed.

4. Will comply with the height and area regulations of the district X
in which it is proposed.

5. Off-street parking and loading areas will be provided in accordance
with the standards set forth in the zoning reguiations, and such
areas will be screened from adjoining residential uses and located X
S0 as {o proteclt such residential use from any injurious effect.

6. Adequate utility, drainage, and other such necessary facilities X
have been or will be provided.

Should this special use be valid only for a specific time period? Yes No__%

If Yes, whatiangth of time?

BY: oryeq~
TITLE: e MO

Attachmenis Required:
» Sita plan showing exisling and proposed structures on the property in questions, and adjacent
property, off-street parking, driveways, and other information.
¢ Certified list of property owners
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Notes about adjacent parcels

* All adjacent parcels on the north side of 75th Street are owned by Asbury United Methodist
Church

®  One parcel within 200 feet to the northeast is residential use
» Three parcels across 75th Street within 200 feet are non-residential use

Property Owners within 200 feet of parcel

7421 Ash (Residential), Zoned R1B

5301 W 75th, {Office) zoned R1A

5225 W 75 (Office) zoned C-O Business

5201 W 75* {Fraternal Institution) zoned C-Q Business









Structural Calculations

for

Asbury Children's Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208
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Asbury Children's Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy Detat

March 10, 2017

RO

Structural Calculations and Design Details Applicable to Installation of
One - 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy at the Subject Site

AMMTEc CONSULTANTS, PLILC

CONSTTI.TING ENGINEERING SERVICES

2447 W 12th Street, Suite | Tempe, AZ 85281 Phone: (480) 927-9696 Fax: (480) 927-9797



T Ty e — AMMTES CONSULTANTS

l. BUILDING CODE ..........ccoocoververnnen. IBC 2012 ASCE 07-10
2. GRAVITY DESIGN: Sail / Roof Sail Cloth Ventilation Reduction:  N/A
EXPOSURE ......oooiiniiiniinnrincninns C Scismic Design Calegory = D
OCCUPANCY CLASS ....c.occcvvieaee E Risk Category = 1I
3 SECOND WIND GUST ................ 115 (mph)
| Live Load:| 5[(psf) | Dead Load:| 0.50|(psN) | Snow Load:| olipsh |
3. SOILS:
Soil bearing pressure ............cocvvvimronerreesieraenes 1,000 psf Soil lateral bearing pressure ...... 100 psf
Minimum footing depth........c.cvevieerenvenreniesiann: 42 (inches) Unless local conditions are greater
CONCRETE

1. CODES AND STANDARDS. Comply with the following Codes:
A. ACI 318, "Building Code Requirements for Reinforced Concrete”.
B. ACI 347, "Recommended Practice for Concrete Form Work".

2. MATERIALS shall conform to the following: D. Air entrainment: ASTM C260
A. Cement; ASTM CI150, Type V, Portland Cement. E. Fly ash: ASTM C618
B. Hard rock aggregates: ASTM C33 F. Calcium chloride SHALL NOT be used.

Lightweight apgregates: ASTM C330
C. Water shail be potable.

3. MIX DESIGNS:

A. The maximum slump shall be 4" w/o plasticizer added. C. Limit fly ash to 20% of the total ccment.
B. Use pea gravel and/or plasticizer in congested areas. D. Concrete mixes shall conform to the following:
28 Day Max Min
Design Dry Apggregate | Entraine | Cement
Strength WIC | Weight Size d Air | Per CY
Type of Concrete Member {psi)* Ratio (pcf) {inches) (%) {Ibs)
Footings & Slabs on Grade|  2500* 045 150 34 3zl 517
*{Special Inspection not required - increase as required by local code for sulphate resistance)
4. CONSTRUCTION: A. Mechanically vibrate concrete during placement.
5. FOOTINGS: B. Center footings on structure above, UNO.
C. Exterior footings to be embedded a minimurmn depth.
STEEL 1. CODES AND STANDARDS. Comply with: A. CRSI "Manual of Standard Practice".
B. ACI "Detailing Manual”, ACI 315 (or SP-66).
Reinforcing: 60 ksi A-6135 - Grade 60 HSS Tube: 46 ksi A -500
Roof Decking: 50 ksi A-792 - Grade 50 Pipe: 36 ksi A-501
Bolts ASTM A36, ASTM A307 as specified on details
2. CONSTRUCTION: A. Detail, bolster, and support all rebar. Tie bars securely with proper clearances before casting concrete.
B. Use rebar free flaky rust, grease, dirt, and other materials, which affect bond.
C. Minimum lap splices (inches): | Bar # #3 #4 #35 #6
Inches 16 20 24 33

D. Make cold bends. DO NOT use heat. DO NOT re-bend a previously bent bar.

E. Minimum concrete cover: (securely position and anchor rebar prior to pour)

Cast against and permanently exposed to earth ..._...... 3 (inches)
Slabs-On-Grade (SOG) .ovveveciee s eeeesssrisrseseensveens Center of slab, UNO
F. DO NOT weld reinforcing unless specifically noted.
CLIENT: Custom Canopies - _
PROJECT: Asbury Children's Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By:  MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Dale: 031017

Page 1of 19



AMM TS CONSULTANTS amber waighi
psf lArea TH W (Ibs)
Roofl Type & Guage: Comm 95 or Equal 0.5 702 353
Misc Appurtcnances & Matls. 0 702 0
FS Column / Member {in}) Wall "t" (in) pif L) TH Wt {ths) Bolt Dla / Grade
FS50=2.24 Vertical Column A 4 Schd 40 Pipe 1=0.12 8.6 26.9 249.7 518 Al6 OK
FSO=2.44 Ridge - 3" x 11 Gauge HSS Tube 2.3 40.0 92.2 142 A307 Bolt OK
FS0=1.01 Rafter Beam Sizing 3" x 11 Gauge HSS Tube 2.3 64.6 148.9 12 AJ07 Bolt OK
FS0=1.02 Ridge/Rafier/Column Spigot |2.5" x HSS Tube, 1=0.188" 2.3 12.0 217 w2 A7 Bait OK
Total 870
Roof Snow Load [IBC 1608, ASCE 7] TotaliCalumn 217
(Eq 7-1) p=0.7*C*C*I*p, Canopy Dimensions
p;=Ground Snow Load= 0 psf p.-|j|psr Width 26|(t) Length 27))
C.=Exposure Factor= 1.0 [ASCE T 7-2] Column A Height 13|(f1) Columns: 4[{Tl)
C,*= Thermal Factor= 1.2 [ASCE T 7-3] Column B Height oj(f)
I= Impoortance Factor= 1.0 [ASCE T 7-4] Roof Puch dimv [ 2fimn
C,= Sloped Roof Cocff=[ASCE F7-2] Rafier Length (horz)|  15.5](f1) horz rafter length
(Eq 7-2) P=C."pr P= psl' Canopy Height 4.4)(f) (above frame)
Eave Overhang: 0.0|(f)
Arsas: Cyw =  351|SF Cn,=| ast|sF Tota! Hip Length 16.1|(R)
Areas: Cyw=|  351|SF Cw. =| 351|SF Ridge Beam Lengthf  10.0|(F)
Ridge Beam Trib Width 13.0{(ft}
Strut'Brace Length (Horz) 0.0}{ft)

CLIENT:

Custom Canopies -

PROJECT:

Ashury Children's Center 26'X27" (4)-Pole Single-Canapy

Shawnee Mission, KS 66208

Prepared By MJK

Date 03/110/17

Page 2 of 19




Calculaton of Design Wind Loads - Main Force Resisting Systems

Eq: p=q,*G*Cy (Eq 6-25
z Exp Where: Q=
| c = 15
15| 085
20 0.9
25| 0.94 (T6-1)
30| 098 Category !
5| Lot 1 087 ==b
40| 1.04 I 1.00
45| 1.065 111 1.15
500 1.09 v 1.15
60| 113 — 9=

AMMTEE CONSULTANTS

ASCE 7-10 Exposure: C
Risk Category: 2

3s Wind Gust {mph): 115

¥[29] Canopy Fabric Design Wind Speed (mph): 115
0.00256*k,*k ,*k;,*V**I (Eq 27.3-1) [260)
k= 085 (T 27.3-1) [261]
ka= (1+ ky*k2*k,) (F 26.8-1) [253]
k= 029 HiLy=0 (F 26.8-1) [253]
ky= 1.0 X/Ly=0 (F 26.8-1)[253)
k= 00 Zy=Z/0 (F 26.8-1) [253)
K= 1.0
kp= 085 (T 26.6-1) [250]
V= 115mph (F26.5-1A) [247a)
I= 1.0 (T6-1)[77]
0.00256%0.85%1%0.85*1152% = psf

G (5 6.5.8.1) [26]

0 G(1-Vy-[_18.7]pst

Cy= (F6-18A) [66] Load Case A/B a =| I5
Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0°, 180° Caw=| 11 CuL=| -0.4 ACy = 1.5 Cnpavg = 0.35
Casc B - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0°, 180° Caw=| 0.1 CuL=| -1.1 ACy = 1.2 Cyiavg = .50
Risc Run
Gable Roof Pitch=| 2 12 a= 9.5 Degrees
CN Values interpolated to 3.5 degrees Cnw =p(psfi  CnL = p (psh) o =|9.5
Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180°| 1.10 | 20.58 | -0.33 | -6.11 ACy = 143 Cyjavgy = 0.39
Case B - Clear/Unabstructed Wind Flow: y=0, 180°} 017 | 324 | -1.17 [-2106] ACy= 135 Criavp = .0.50
CN Valucs interpolated to 9.5 degrees Caw=pipsh)  Cn = p (psh o =|9.5
Case A - Obstructed Wind Flow: y=0, 180°[ _1 490 [ 2794 ] -1.00 [-18.71 ACy = 049 Cunavg = -1.25
Case B - Obstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180" 0.50 | 9.36 | -094 |-17.59] ACy= 144 Cyiavg = 022
Wialn Wind 7 orre Resntieg System VISIRLE 10 Winy Dayciion, g - O, 1300
Kigury - )0 T et Prrurs Casfiicient, €« Piched Free Rools M';‘:" . :_‘: Cleat Wind Florw Drssruciaal W sl e
Upca Buildings 0.5 45°, y = 0°, 1%0° Tm | € | G Cu
T o o o
P A T U4 5 it
¥ [0 at R Ak [
R e v e W
P e o Y i e
= A [F] Ok £ e
s 0 CF: T = 59
A 1 ['El 413 a3
e B £ 3 .5 ¥ o7
:““ Vg nell oy, virvepsy myt prrasemrs { compropasd sy Huvs bop wod loanmn o] ke wembwind ord brey 5 Al e b vt gt
& :Tm'mmwmm sl Wi hagm b T o o w1 WP - 1 et oot b s sl e, s pagrved o et adong miaad bt tomm, W [
wand Paris darmmrs st b bve: sl inbviriang. mreal S (> 4% bom bagel . wares et Rrgh, i)
1 Tat viluts of @ bt b0t 7 3% bad 43, Moot sotacforbisuim 14 prmaiet Pri vutwsd of & brea ar 1 dwecham of wad drprven
byt pred bl o et bt L angle al phorm o1 pacid Brurts Bt ikl shegiton
14 i wll s v Wgmly rCvAes iy psands mal avwy s b g e ey et iy
CLIENT: Custom Canopies -
PROJECT: |Asbury Children's Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By: MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Datc: 031017
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Calculaton of Design Wind Loads - Main Force Resisting Systems

CN Values interpolated to 9.5 degrees

Craw *

p (psh)

AMM'TR Cons
CuL = p (psf) L =

Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: v=0°, 180°] | 10 ) 5N | -3 | A0l | ACy = Criavp ™ 0.39
Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: 'y=0°. 180°
w= 20.6 psf 5= 0.0 psf W= 61 psf S= 00 psf
L= 5 psf D= 05 psf L= 5 psf D= 05 psf
Caw=| 110] p=| 20.58[pst Cu=| 033 p=| -6.1]psf
ASD Load Combinatons. (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 §2.4.1 [8] ASD Load Combinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 82 4.1 8]
Note: Negalive value = upward vertical lorce Note: Negative value = upward vertical force
(Eq 1] D- 0.5/psf [Eq 1] D= 0.5|psf
[Eq 2] D+L= 5.5|psf [Eq 2] Pl 5.5|psf
(Eq 3] D+HLr or S or R)- 5.5|psf [Eq 3] D+{Lror 5 or R): 5.5|psf
{Eq4] D+0.75L+0.75(Lr or S or r)= 4.3|psf [Eq 4] D40 75L40.75(Lr or S or 1)= 4 3{psf
iEq 5] D+(0.6°W or 0.7E)=| 12.9|psf [Eq 5} DHO.6*W ur 0.7E)= -3.2|pst
[Eq 6a] 1+0.75L40.75(0 6W ur 0 TEW0.78{Lr or 5 or Ri=| 13.5|psi {Eq 6a] 1340 T5L+0 75(0.6W or 0.7E)0 75(Lr or S or R}j= 1.5|psf
[Eq 6b] D+0,75*L+0 75(0 TE}+0.758 = 0.5|ps! [Eq 6b] D+0 75 LA+0.75{0.7E)+0 758 = 0.5|psf
[Eq 7] 0.6D:0 6W- 12.7|psf [Eq7] 0.6D+0 GW e -3.4|psf
[Eq 8] 0.6D+0 7E = 0.3|psf [Eq 8] 0 6D+).TE = 0.3|pst
{Y] [Vertical Farces Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180" Unbalanced Verticle Load Moments *T* Arms
+ Cow =| Cu=] Cru Cu Crow Cr Net MAm | MAm Caw ChL Vert Net
110 | 033 | Area | Area | V. Force | V. Force | Upit Crw Cwe  Momeant | Moment | Moment
w (psi) w {psi) (s} (sf} {ibs) (ibs) (lbs} () {f) {kip-ft) {kip-H) {kip-ft)
[Eq 1] 0.5 05 351 351 176 176 NIA o D - - - J(+)CwW
IEq 2] 55| 55 351 351 1931 1931 N o ) = . - |=cw
[Eq3) 55| 55 351 as1 1931 1931  NA 0 0 - - - Jmew
[Eq 4] 43| 43 351 351 1492 1492 N 0 ] . . - Jmcw
[Eq 5] 129 -3.2] 351 351 4510 =112 NIA 0 1] - - - |{(*)CW
[Eq 6a] 135 1.5 351 351 4743 526 NiA a 0 - - - |(x)CcwW
[Eq 6b] 0.5 0.5 351 351 176 176 N/A 0 1] - - - {+vCw
(Eq 7) 127 -3.4 351 351 4440 -1182 NIA a [} - - - [{+)CwW
[Eq 8] 63 0.3 351 351 105, 105 wa 0 0 . . - |mcw
Max Bearing (this page)= 4743 Max Uplift (this page)= {1,182} [Per Side) Max Vert Moment = 0,00
Horizonta! Forces |-X+] Base Moment Calculation - Vertical Column
Cow=[Cn=] Cww | Cu [ net Vert Cuw | Cn | Homz Net
1,10 | -0.33 | H, Force | H. Force | H. Force Column | Moment | Moment | Moment
w(psf) w(psf) | (Ibs) (lbs) (lbs) (it} {kip-) | (kip-R) | (kip-fty
[Eq 5] 12.4 -3.7 715 -212| 503 13.00 9.30 -2.76 6.54|CW
|Eq &a) 93| -2 537 -159| 377 13.00 go8| -207 4.80lcw
(Eq 7} 124]  -37] 715 212] 503 13.00 930 -276 6.54]cw
Max Horz Moment {this page}= 6.54
Determine Hip and Ridge Verlical Forces
a= 9.5 degrees (Veriical forces control)
Case A - Clear/Uncbstructed Wind Flow: y=0"
Cuw=| Cu=] Cnw Car | [Criavpl
1.10 | -0.33 | V. Force | V. Force | V. Force
w (psf) wipsf) | (psf) {psf} {psf)
[Eq (] 0.5 0.5 0.50 0.50 0.50
[Eq2]| 55| 558 5.50 5.50 5.50
(Eq3]| 55/ 58 5.50 5,50 5.50
[Eq 4] 4.3 4.3 425 4.25 4.25
[Eqs5)| 1298 32| 1285 347 4.84]
[Eqéa]l 135 15| 1351 1.50 7.51
[Eq6b)} 05| o5 050 050 0.50
[Eq7]] o3| o3 0.30 0,30 0.30
Max Vertical Loading (this page) =] 13.51
Max Uplift Loading {this page) ={ -3.17
CLIENT: Custom Canopies -
PROJECT: |Asbury Children’s Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By: MUK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Page 4 of 19 Date: 03/10/17




Calculaton of Design Wind Loads - Main Force Resisting Systems AMm Gowsmm M
CN Values interpolated to 9.5 degrees Crw = p {psh) CuL = p (psh a =E
Casc B - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0°, 180°|  ¢.17 314 | 117 | 2196 | ACy = Cruargy = 050
Casc B - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180°
w= 3.2 psf §= 0.0 psf W= 220 psf S= 0.0 psf
L= 5 psf D= 05 psf L= § psf D= 05 psf
Cow=[ 007] o[ 324pst Cuo[ a1 e _2096]pst
ASD  Load Combinatons: (1BC 2012 ASCE 7-10 52.4.1 {8] ASD Load Combinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 §2.4.1 [8]
MNole: Negative value = upward vertical force Mote: Negative value = upward vertical farce
[Eq 1] D= 0.5|psf [Eq 1] D=
[Eq2] D+L= 5.5|psf [Eq 2] D+L=
[Eq 3] D#(Lror S or R} 5.5]psf [Eq 3] D#(Lror S or R)=
[Eq 4] D+0,75140.75(Lr or S or £)= 4.3|psf [Eq4] D0 75L+0 75(Lror S or rj=
[Eq 5] DHO.6*W or ) TE)= 2.4|pst [Eq 5] D+(0.6*W or 0.7E)
[liq 6a] D+0.75L+0 75(0.6W or 0.7E}+0.75(Lr 1 S or R) 5.7|psf [Eq 6a} DH0.75L+0.75(0 AW or 0 TE1#0.75(Lr ur 5 or R)-
[Eq 6bj) D+0.75°L+0.75(0. 7TE}0 755 = 0.5|ps! [Eq 6b] D+0.75°L+0 75(0 7£)+0.758 = [
[Eq 7] 6D+ 6W= 2.2|psf [Eq7) 0.6D+0 6 W
[Eq 8] 0.6D+0.7E = 0.3|psf {Eq 8] 0.6D+0 7E =
[Y] [vertical Forces Casc A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180° Unbalanced Verticle Load Moments "T" Arms
+ Cruw =] Cr=| Cnw Che Crw Ch Net MAm | MAm Crw Cha, Verl Net
017 | 117 Area Area |V, Force | V, Force Uplift Crw Cu Moment | Moment | Moment
w (pshh wipsf) | (sf) (sh) {Ibs) {Ibs) {Ibs} {ft} {ft) (kip-ft} (kip-ft) (kip-ft)
lEq 1] 05 05 351 351 176 178 NA 0 0 E 5 - |meow
[Eq 2] 55 55 as1 351 1931 1921 naA o 0 . S - Jimrow
[Eq 3] 55 5.5 351 351 1931 1931 N o 0 . . - |mew
[Eq 4] 4.3 4.3[ 351 351 1492 1492 N/A o 0 - - - Ji(*}CwW
[Eq 5} 24| -12 7I 351 351 859 -4448| -3590 0 1] - - = J(+)CW
[Eq 6a) 57 -3.54 351 5 2004 -1976 NIA [} 0 - - - |i+}CW
[Eq 6b] 0.5 0.5 351 351 176 176 N/A 0 Q - - - |(+}CW
[Eq 7] 22| -12.9 351 351 788 4519] -3730 o 0 . - - |+vrcw
[Eq 8] 0.3 03 351 351 105 105 NIA 0 0 - - = jie)cw
Max Bearing {this page)= 2004 Max Uplift (this page)=  (4,519) [Per Side] Max Vert Moment = 0.00
Horizontal Forces [-X+] Base Moment{ Calculation - Vertical Column
Cow=| C=| Cuw Cr Net Vert Crw Cnt | Horz Net
0.17 | -1.17 | H. Force | H. Force | H. Force Column | Moment | Moment | Moment
w {psT) w(pst | (Ibs) {Ibs) {ibs) () (kip-t) | (kip-R) | (kip-fi) |
[Eq 5) 19| -13.2 113 -763| -850 13.00 1.47 -3.92 -B.46|CCW
|Eq 6a) 15| -9.9] 85|  -572] -ass 13.00 190, 744 -§.34|cow
[Eq 7] 19] 132} 113 .783] .es0 13.00 147 a9z  .sa4slccw
Max Horz Moment (this page)= 8.46
Determina Hip and Ridge Vertical Forces
o= 9.5 degreas (Vertical forces control)
Case A - Clear’'Unobstructed Wind Flow: }'=0°
Cuw=| Cm=| Cuw Car | [Crpu] Horz Net | Vert Net |Ttl Base
047 | -3.17 | V. Force | V. Force | V., Force | Moment | Moment | Moment |
w (psf) w{ps) | (psf) {psf) {psf) (kip-ft) | (kip-ft} | (kip-ft}
fEq1)] 05| 05 0.50 050 0.50 Case A - =0 654 0.00 0.00
[Eq 2] 55 5.5 5.50 550 5.50 Case B - y=0° B.46 0.00 0.00
[Eq3]| ss5| 55 5.50 550 5.50
[Eq 4] 23 43 4.25 4.25 4.25 Note: Use maximum moment
values for determination of
[Eq5)| 24| -127 245] .12.67 511 e e e
[Eq 6a] 57 -58 5.7% -5.63 0.04] Vertical Columns {following pages)
[Eq 6b] 0.5 0.5 0.50 0.50 0.50]
[Eq7)| o3| 03 0.30 0.30 0.30
Max Vertical Loading {this page) =| 5.71
Max Uplift Loading (this page) =] -12.67
CLIENT: Custorm Canopies -
PROJECT: |Asbury Children's Center 26'X27' (4)-Pole Single-Cancpy  _| Prepared By: MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 il Date: 03/10117




Calculaton of Design Wind Loads - Main Force Resisting Systems m CONMM
wps__]

CN Values interpolated to 9.5 degrees Cuw = p (psh Cni = p{psh
Case A - Obstructed Wind Flow y=0“. I80"| -1 49 | 22164 [ -1 08 ] A1 71 | ACy = Cuiavg = 125
Case A - Obstructed Wind Flow: '{=0°. 180°
W= -27.9 psf §= 0.0 psf W= -1B.7 psf S= 0.0 psf
L= 5 psf D= 05 psf L= 5 psf D= 05 psf
Cow =[ 48] o[ 270dfpst Ca o[ -1.00] p=|  -18.7]pst
ASD  Load Combinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 52 4.1 (8] ASD Load Cotmbinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 82.4.1 [8]
Note: Negative value = upward vertical force Note: Negative value = upward vertical force
[Eq 1] D- 0.5|psf [Eq 1] D 0.5|psf
[Eq 2] D+L: 5.5]psf [Eq 2] D+L= 5 5|psf
[Eq 3] D+(Lr or § ur R)- 5.5|psf [Eq 3] DHL1 ur S ur R)- 5.5|psf
[Eq 4] D+0.75L+0.75(Lror S or r) 4.3|psl [Eq 4] D#0.75L+0.75(Lr or S or 1} 4.3|pst
[Eq 5] DH0.6*W or 0.7E)- -16.3|psf [Eq 5] D+H{0 6*W or D 7E)- ~10.7 [pst
[q 6a) D+ 751L+0.75(0 6W or 0.7E)+0.75(Ls or S or R) -8.3|pst [Eq 6a] [3+0.75L40 75(0.6W or 0.7E)+0.75(Ls ot § or R)* 4 2|pst
[Eq 6b) D+0.75°L+0.75(0.7E)+0.755 0.5]psf [Eq 6b) D+0 75°L+0.75(0 7E}+0.758 = 0.5[psf
[Eq 7| 0.6D+0.6W- -16.5|ps! [Eq 7] 0.6D+H) 6W- -10.9|psf
[Eq 8] 0.6D+0,7E - 0.3|pst [Eq 8} 06D+, 7E 0.3|pst
[Y] [|Verical Forces Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180° Unbalanced Verticks Load Moments “T" Arms
+ Caw=|Cni.=| Ciw CuaL Crw Cu Net M Arm M Armn Crw Crar, Vert Net
=149 | 100 | Area Area | V.Force | V. Force Uplift Cw Cw Moment | Moment | Moment
w (psf)_w (ps) {sf) (sf) {Ibs}) {lbs) (Ibs) i) ift) tkip-ft) (kip-f) {kip-fi}
[Eq 1) 0.5 0.5 351 351 176 176 N/A [} 0 - - - |(+)CW
[Eq 2) 551 55| 351 351 1931 1931]  NA o 0 = : - Jeiow
[Eq 3) 55| 51| 251 351 1931 1931]  NA ()} 0 . . - Jeycw
[Eq 4] 43| 43 351 351 1492 1492]  NiA 0 0 - - - |+yow
[Eg 5] -16.3] -10.7 I 351 -5710 -3765| -9475 0 0 - - - Jiricw
|Eqg 6a) 83| 42 351 3s1|  -2022 -1464| 4386 0 o : . - Jiryow
[Eq 6b) 05| 0.5} 51 51 176 176]  NiA 0 0 . S « Jiryew
[Eq 7] -165| -10.9) 351 351]  -5780 -3836] -9615 0 0 5 5 - |+icw
IEq 8] 03] 03] 351 351 105 105] N 0 0 - - - Jimcw
Max Bearing (this page)= 1931 Max Uplift (this page)= {5.780) [Per Sida) Max Vert Moment = 0.00
Horizontal Forces |-X+] Base Moment Calculation - Vertical Column
Cow=[Cru =] Crw Cuy, Net Vert Chw CuL | Horz Net
+1.49 | ~-1.00 | H. Force | H. Force | H. Force | Column | Moment | M i | Moment
w {psf) wipsf | (bs) {Ibs) {bs) | [(i}] (kip-fi} | (kip-f) | (kip-R}
[Eq 5] -16.8] -11.2 -871 850) -321 13.00 -12.63 8.46 -4 .17]CCw
[Eq €a] -12.6 84 -728 488 -241 13.00 «5.47 6.34 -3.33|CCw
[Eq 7} -16.8f -11.2 =971 650 -321 13.00 -12.63 8.46 -4 17|CCwW
Max Horz Moment (lhis page)= 417
Determine Hip and Ridge Vertical Forces
o= 9.5 degrees (Vertical forces control)
Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow. y=0°
Cuw = Cne =] Chw Cut | [Chiavgl
-1.49 | -1.00 | V. Force | V. Fores | V. Force
w (psh w(psf) | (psf) {psfh) {psh
[EqU)] o5 o5 0.50 0.50 .50
[Eg2)l 55| 55 5.50 5.50 5,50
[Eqg3)] 58] 55 5.50 5.50 5.50
[Eq4lf 43| 43 425 4.25 4.25|
(Eq 5| -t6.3] -107] -1827] -1073] 1350
[Eqoa)l -83] 42{ -832] 417 6.25
(Eqébll o5 o5 050 050 0.50
fEq7)] 03] 03 00| 030 0.30
Max Vertical Loading (this page) =] 13.50
Max Uplifi Loading (this page) =] -16.27
CLIENT: Cuslom Canopies -
PROJECT: |Asbury Children's Cenler 26'X27" (4)-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By:  MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Date: 0311017
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Calculaton of Design Wind Loads - Main Force Resisting Systems

AMMTYES CONSULTANTS

CN Values interpolated to 9.5 degrees Cuw = p (psh Cxi = p (psf) iy
Casc B - Obstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180°| ns0 | 2794 | 100 | -ix71 | acy= Crimp® D25
Case B - Obstructed Wind Flow: y=0°, 180°
w= -27.9 psf S= 0.0 psf W= -18.7 psf §= 00 psf
L= 5 psf 0= 05 psf L= 5 psf D= 0.5 psi
Cuw =l O.SGI p=| -'.’7.')4Ipsf Cu = F'=P5|~
ASD Load Combinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-10 52.4.1 [8] ASD Load Combinatons: (IBC 2012 ASCE 7-1052.4.1 |§]
Nota: Negative value = upward vertical force Note® Negative value = upward vertical lorce
[Eq §] D= 0.5!psi [Eq 1] D- 0.5|psf
[Eq 2] DtlLe 5.5|pst [Eq 2] L= 5.5|psf
[Eq 3] D+{LrorSorR)= 5.5]psl [Eq 3] D+(Lror 5 or R} 5.5|psl
[Eq 4] D+0.75L+0.75(Lr or S or ¢)= 4.3|psf [Eq4] D+0.75L+0 75(Lrur S vt ) 4.3|psl
[Eq 5] DH{(L6*W or 0.7E)e -16.3|psl (Eq 5] DHO 6*W or 0,7E)= -$0.7|psl
[Eq 6a) 140.75L+0.75(0 6W or 0.TE}#0.75{Ls or S or R)= -8.3|psf [Eq 6a] D0 7SL40TSO 6W or 0.7E)+0.35(Lr or § or Ri= 4.2|pst
[Eq 6b] D+0.75*L+0.75(0.TER0 735 = 0.5|psf [Eq 6b] D+0.75°L+0 75(0.7E)+0.755 = 0.5|psf
[Eq7) 0,6D+0.6W= -16.5|psf [Eq 7] 0.6D+0.6W= -10.9|psl
{Eq 8] 0.6D+0.7E = 0.3|psf [Eq 8] 0.6D+0.7E = 0.3|psf
[Y] [vertica! Forces Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0", 180° Unbalanced Verticle Load Momenis "T" Arms
+ Cow=|C=| Cuw CaL Crw Ca Net MAmM | MAm Chw Ca Vert Net
050 | 100 | Area | Ama |V.Forcel V.Force | Uplit Craw G moment | Moment | Moment
wipsl wipsf) | {s) (sN {lbs) hs) (Ibs) (R} [[0] (kip-fl) {kip-ft) tkip-fl)
[Eq 1) 05 05 51 351 176 176] N o 0 . . - |mew
[Eq 2] 55 55| 351 351 1931 1931 NIA v 1] - - - (+)Cw
iEq 3] 55 55| 351 351 1934 1931  NA 0 0 - . . Jirow
|Eq 4] FEEE 351 351 1492 1492]  NA ¢ 0 . 5 - Jwcw
IEq 5] -16.3| -107 351 sy 5710 .a765| .9475 o 0 = s - Jinew
[Eq €a] -8.3 4.2 351 351 -2922 -1464| -4386 [y} 0 - - - J{(+)}CW
[Eq 6b] 0.5 0.5 351 351 176 176 NIA 4] ] - - HHCw
{Eq 71 -165| -10.9] 353 as1]  -5780 -3g3s|  -9615 0 0 . - f+jcw
|Eq 8) 03] 03 351 351 105 105]  NA (] 0 - - - Jmow
Max Bearing (this page)= 1931 Max Upiifi (this page)= (5.780) |Per Side] Max Vert Moment = 000
Max Bearing {all pages)= 4743 Max Uplift (all pages)= -5780 [Per Side]
Horizontal Forces 1-X+] Base Moment Calculation - Vertical Column
Caws| Cu=| Cuw Cat Net Verl Crw Cut. Horz Net
0.50 | -1.00 | H. Force | H. Force | H, Force Column_| Moment | Moment | Moment
w(psf) wipsf) | (lbs) {lbs) {Ibs) (tt) (kip#t} | (kip-ft) | {kip-f) |
{€q 5] 168 -11.2 471 650 -321 13.00 -12.63 8.46 4.17lccw
[Eq 6a] -126] .84  .728 488 241 13.00 947 6234  -ai1ajcow
[Eq 7] 88 12 em 850] -321 13.00 -12.63 Bas|  4irjcew
Max Horz Mement (this page)= 4.17
Datermine Hip and Ridge Vertical Forces Max Horz Moment {All Pages)= 846
o= 9.5 degrees (Vertical forces control)
Case A - Clear/Unobstructed Wind Flow: y=0"
Cow=|Cu=| Cuw Cut | [Crang] Horz Nat| Vert Net [Tl Base
0.50 | -3.00 | V.Force | V. Force | V. Force Moment | Moment | Moment
w (psf} w(psf) | (ps) {psf) {psf) (kip-f) | {kip-t) (kip-ft)
[Eq1])] os| o5 0.50 0.50 0.50 Case A - y=0 654 0.00 0.00
[Eq2]] 55| ss5 s50] 550 550 Case B - y=0° 8.46 0.00 0.00
[Eq3]] ss| ss5| 550 550 5.50
[Eq 4] 4.3/ 4.3 4.25 4.25 4.25 Note: Use maximum moment
[Eq5)| -63 -107] 627 1073 1380 Case A-180°]  aa7 0.00 Dol e el
ol cantilever hips at Canopy and
[Eqéa}] -83] 42 .832] .97 6.25 Case B - IR0 4,17 0.00 0.00] vertical Columns (following pages}
[Eq6b)] 05 0.5 0.50 0.50 0.50
[Eq7)] 03] o3 0.30 0.30 0.30
Max Vertical Loading (this page} =] 13.50 Max Vertical (all pages)= 13.51Note: Use 10 psf min per IBC/ASCE
Max Uplift Loading (this page) =| -16.27 Max UpliR (all pages)= -16.27 Note: Use -10 psf min par IBC/ASCE
CLIENT: Custom Canopias -
PROJECT: |Asbury Children's Center 26'X27" (4}-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By:  MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Date: 0311017
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Vertical Column

Max combined loads:

I AMMTEE CONSULTANTS

Note - Use 10 psf min combined loads: psf

a=9.5 Flxed Base: E
Trib Area Vertical Columns= 2 Hip Moment = 2 kip-fi
Max Moment at Column (Wind) =2 211 kip-ft
Equlvalent Force at Top of Column= 163 lbs
Max Vert / Column = 4,743 lbs Total Pole Uplift at Base = (2,B30) Ibs
Cantlier Baam Moment = - kip-ft
Total Column Moment = 211 kip-ft
Heavy Hex A-B| Dia (in) Embed (in) Vx Max (Ibs) Nz Mas (lbs) A-B Check
Check Anchor Bolt: 518 8 1,500 6,000 Ok

Vertical Column A

Combined Columqu

Total Hygp = 13.0 f Tube Type Schd 40 Pipe
Fy 36,0 ksi Nom Tube= 4.0 inches Width (Rect HSS Only)= 8.0 in’
Es= 3o00b ksi t{nom) = 0.1240 inches
QMu= Fy*ZAQ*12)= 4,745 LD, = 4.{HH} inches
Q=1.67 Zx= .64 in3
Zaiar™ 118 in’ Mpircsutasn = 211 ftkips
Soil / Foundation (Spread) With CMU Surruundl N I
kp= 100 psfft Allowable Bearing Capacity=B = 1.000 psf
BMs= (w*LY27%h,*150)+P*L/2<Frwoh, L Skin Friction= F =| - psf
Ms= 3392 kip-fi h,= 3.50 feet
MinSide=w=[___ 60 Jinches Length=L = 0 inches Fndt Meno w/ Slab N
M, pakamt = T7 kip-f oplin = 1.50 [ FS Actual =4.62
FSavertaraing ™ LM} [FS Actual =15.67 | Pole Uplif = 2890
Fnd Wi = lbs Friction Resislance=| - Fnd Upkfi Resistance= 13,347
Column Wt = Ibs Check QK
CMU Clmn Wt = . Ibs Fnd Bearing = | 713 |psf
Til = ibs
Soil / Foundation - Pier
hy= 4.5 feet (=54") Fnd Wi = 2,121 |lbs h,= Halght of Applied Force= 13.0 ft
Min Diameter = b = 24 inches Column Wt 217 |lbs Soil Lateral Bearing Pressure= 100 psf
M suiant = 31 kip-ft Til= 2338 Increase Wind/Seismic Loading= 1.333
Soil Lateral Bearing Pressure= 133 psf
Constralnad Lateral Resistance [1BC Eq 18-3] Estimated Depth= 4.50 ft
d=sqri(4.25*{Mg/(5;"b)) =sqri(4.25°(2110/1200°2))= 1941t Check Deplhl OK | 8= 1199.70
Unconstrained Lateral Resistance [1BC Eq 18-1] A=2.34"PIS1"b= 0.48 P=M/h,= 163 |bs
d= 0.5A*{1+[1+(4,36%h/A)]"1/2] S,=Allowable Lateral Soil Pressure=2"1.33"k,"1/3%d= 399 Ibs
d=0.5"0.48*{1+[1+(4.36"13/0.48)j*1/2]}= 285t
~ {in"2) Reinf, Bar#  Quant Spacing
Sprcad Foundation Cross Scclion Arca: 2520 0.0020 N/A N/A NIA
Vertical Reinforcement Area As(min): 5.0 0.0015 § 7.0 90
Horzizontal Reinforcment Arca As(min): iR
(in*2) Bar# Quant Spacing
Pier Foundation Cross Section Area: 452 0.0020 4 5 75
Vertical Reinforcement Area As{min): a9 0.0015 3 4.0 135
Horzizontal Reinforcment Area Asimin): 07
CLIENT:|Custom Canoples -
PROJECT: JAsbury Children's Ceniler 26'X27' {4)-Pole Single-Canopy Preparcd By:  MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Date: 03110117
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Ridge

Max combined loads:

AMMT# CONSULTANTS

13.51 psf

Note - Use 10 psf min combined loads: psf

a= 9.5
Ridge Sizing
Ridge Beam Length: 10,00 (ft) Ridge Beam Loading: 1,757 (lbs)
Ridge Beam Unbraced Length: 10.00 (ft) Ridge Beam Loading: 175.67 (plf)
Ridge Beam Trib Width 13.00 (ft) Ridge Beam Moment:
Ridge Beam Trib Area: 130.0 (sf) = M = w'LA2/(20"1000)= 0.9 ft-kips
M“(rcsullam} = .88 ft-kips Z{mln}= 0.38 in3
Tube Type HSS Tube Naem Tube= 3 inches
Width (Rect HSS Only)= inches
Fy= 46.0 ksi Thickness = 11 Gauge
Es= 30000 ksi t" = 0.1196 inches
I= 1.909 in4 0.D.= 3.000 inches
7= 0.935 in3 I.D.= 2.761 inches
QMu=  Fy*Z/(Q*12)= 245 | OK | FS = 1| FS©=2.44
Q=1.67| Ridge - 3" x 11 Gauge HSS Tube |
Moment Couple at Ridge Beam Connection
MU epuptany = 0.88 ft-kips
d= 2 1/2 inches Beam End Loading= 0.88 kips
Top Bolt Force = 4,2 kips {2) 0.5 A307 Bolts OK
Bolt Dia (in); 1/2 A307 Bolt N/A Bolt Rn.-'Qv=| 4]kips
RviQ) = 19 kips
Alternate Welded Connection: Use 3/16" weld all around.

Check Ridge Bracing Strut

Strut Length: 0.00 ft
Strut End Load: 439.2 Ibs
Width 1o Thickness Ratio = b/t = 21.5
Limiting Thickness Ratio (190/Sqrt{Fy) 2a.o

1= 0.0

k= 1.0

klirx= 0.0

kliry= 0.0

Nom Tube= 2 3/4 (in)
Width {(Rect HSS Only)= 2 3/4 (in)
t{nom) = 0.128 (in)
rx= 2.630 (in)
ry= 1.230 {in)
Min [r] = (in)
A= 1.342 (in*2)
F.= 327

Eq: (E2.2) F,=12M42°E/(23* (kir)*2)
F= NA  {psi)

CLIENT: Custom Canopies -
PROJECT: Asbury Children's Center 26'X27° {4)-Pole Single-Canopy Prepared By: MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Fage 9 of 19 Date: 0310117




Rafter Beam
Max combined loads:

13.51 psf

Note - Use 10 psf min combined loads: psf

AMMTES CONSULTANTS

a=9.5
Rafter Beam Sizing
" Rafter Length: 155 (i)
Rafier Unbraced Length: 155 (f) Check Dist Traingular Loading:
Rafter Trib Width: 13.0 () Total Rafter Load: 1,364 |bs
RafterTrib Area: 101.0 (sf) Equiv Dist Load: 176 plf
Rafier Load at Column Spigot: 3,121 Ibs =M = w'L*2/{20*1000)= 2,12 ft-kips
Mueuniany = 2.12 ft-kips Ziiny™ 0.92 in3
Tube Type HSS Tube Nom Tube= 3 inches
Width (Rect HSS Only)= inches
Fy= 46.0 ksi Thickness = 11 Gauge
Es= 30000 ksi t"= 0.1196 inches
I= 1.909 ind 0.D.= 3.000 inches
Z= 0.935 in3 LD. = 2.761 inches
QMu= Fy*ZAQ*12)= 215 | OK | FS= 1.0] Fse=1.01 |
Q=1.67
| Canopy Rafter - 3" x 11 Gauge HSS Tube ]
Moment Couple at Bolted Rafter Connection
Mueesttanty = 2.12 f-kips
d= 254 inches Beam End Loading= 1,12 %ips
Bolt Couple Quant = 1.00 (2) Top Bolt Force = 10s
Top Bolt Force = 10.00 kips
Bolt Dia (in): 172 A307 Bolt N/A Bolt Rn/Qv= 4|kips
RviQ = 8.6 kips OK
Alternate Welded Connaction: Use 1/8" weld all around.
Check Ridge/Rafter/Column Spigot Max Moment= 2,12 f-kips
MU resaltany = 212 f-kips Zia™ 0.92 in3
Tube Type HSS Tube Nom Tube= 2 172 inches
Width (Rect HSS Only)= inches
Fy= 46.0 ksi t{nom) = 0.188 inches
Es= 30000 ksi t"= 0.188 inches
I= 1.559 in4 0.D. = 2.500 inches
Z= 0.943 in3 LD. = 2.124 inches
OMu=  Fy*ZAQ*12)= 216 | OK | FS= 1] Fse=102 |
Q=1.67
I Rldge/Rafter/Column Spigot 2.5" x HSS Tubae, t=0,188" |
Check Rafter Bracing Strut Nom Tube= 2 112 (in)
Strut Length: 0.00 ft Width (Rect HSS Only)= 2 112 (in)
Strut End Load: 682.1 Ibs t{nom) = 0.120 (in)
rx= 2,630 (in)
Width to Thickness Ratio = bit = 208 = 1.230 (in)
Limiting Thickness Ratio {190/Sqrt(Fy) 28.0 OK Min fr] = [_1.230)m)
|= 0.0 A= 1.142 (in*2)
k= 1.0 F.= 597
kl/rx= 0.0 Eq: (E2.2) F,=12R°2 E/{23"(kUr)*2}
kliry= 0.0 Fo= N/A (psi)
OK
CLIENT: Custom Canopies -
PROJECT: Asbury Children's Center 26'X27" (4)-Pole Single-Canapy Prepared By: MJK
Shawnee Mission, KS 66208 Date:  03/10/17
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AMMTE CONSULTANTS

IBC 2012 ASCE 07-10 Scismic Design Requirements - Equivalent Lateral Force Procedy  Ss

IBC/CBC Scction 1613 Earthquake Loads

Risk Catepory:

Seismic Importance Factor=

Site Classification
Sotl Site Class

Site Cocflicients
S5 =
Si=
Fa=
F.
Smis

Smi

Sps =

So=

SDC=

1.000

D

0.112

Equivalent Lateral Force Procedure

T=

TL=

Ce
where;

Ci>

Ce>

G <

W=
V=

CiW =

L

=]

—_

-t H
o =

Cihox = 0.170

Ci= 0.020

x= 0.750

ha= 17.389

1.250

12.000

Sns/[R/1) = 0.095
0.030

0.8 Sy/[R/] = 0.040
Sm/T[R/I] = 0473

S TUT2[RA) = 33319
Design Value Ci = 0.095

0,021
O

USGS—-Provided Output

Shawnee Mission, KS 66208

0.112 Sys= (0179 Sps=  [n.119
S,=  [0.083 Sy = |0.151 Spi = |0101
REFERENCE

Mapped Spectral Accelerations: Short Period
Mapped Sectral Accelerations: 1 sec Period
Site Cocfficicnt

Site Coefficient

Max Spectral Accelerations: Shart Periods

Max Spectral Accelerations: 1sec Period

ASCE 7-05 Table 11,51

IBC/CBC Table 1613.5 2/11613A.5.2

ASCE 7-05 Table 11.4-1;

IBC/CBC Table 1613.5.3(1}1613A.5.3(1)
ASCE 7-05 Table 11.4-2;

{BCICBC Table 1613.5.3(2¥1613A,5.3(2)
ASCE 7-05 Egn. 11.4-1

1BC/CBC Eqn. 16-37/16A-37

ASCE 7-05 Eqn. 11.4:2,

IBC/CBC Eqn, 16-38/16A-38

ASCE 7-05 11.4.4, IBC/CBC 1613.5.4/1613A.54

5% Damped Spectral Acceleration: Short Period

5% Damped Speciral Acceleration: 1 sec Period

Seismic Design Category

Fundamental Period

Period Parameter

Period Parameter

Structure Height

Response Modification Factor
Long-Pcried Transition Peried

Seismic Response Coefficient

Lower Limit

Lower Limit for i > 0.6g
Upper Limit for T< Tt
Upper Limit for T > To

ASCE 7-05 Eqn, 11.4.3;
IBC/ICBC Egn. 16-39/16A-39
ASCE 7-05 Eqn. 11.4-4;
IBC/CBC Eqn. 16-40/16A-40

ASCE 7-05 Tables 11.6-1 & 11.6-2
IBC/CBC Table 1613.5.6(1) & 1613A.5.6(2)

ASCE 7-05 Eqn, 12.8-7
ASCE 7-05 Table 12.8-2
ASCE 7-05 Table 12.8-2

ASCE 7-05 Table 15.4-2
ASCE 7-05 Figure 22-15

ASCE 7-05 Eqn, 12.8-2

ASCE 7-05 Egn. 15.4-1
ASCE 7-05 Eqn. 15.4-2
ASCE 7-05 Eqn, 12.8-3
ASCE 7-05 Eqn, 12.84

Per Column Dead Weight + Appurtenances Weight {kips)

Equivalent Seismic Base Shear (kips)

Wind Base Shear (kips) :

Lateral Wind Shear > Scismic Base Shear : Wind Controls Design

ASCE 7-05 Eqn. 12.8-1

[CLENT:]

Custom Canopies -

[PROJECT:

Asbury Children's Center 26'X27" (4)-Pole Single-Canopy

Prepared By: MJK

Shawnee Mission, KS 66208

3' Shade Canopy Ph Q31017
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32017

User-Specified Input
Building Code Reference Document

Site Coordinates
Site Soil Classification

Risk Category

I “: i Ny !
USGS-Provided Output

7]
@
[}

0.112¢ Sus
0.063 g St

S,

Design Maps Summary Report

2|JSGS Design Maps Summary Report

2012/2015 International Building Code
{which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008)

38.98703°N, 94.79054°W
Site Class D - “Stiff Soil”

I/II/II1

0.179 g
0.151 g

Sps =
Sp =

0.119¢
0.101 g

For information on how the 5SS and S1 values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the "2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

MCEr Response Spectrum

Sa{g)

ags =+

ag: 4+

So{g)

am + + + $
Qm am ax osd a
Penod, T {aec)

M 13 '8 L@ 1A 2m

06

aos

Al 4

Design Response Spectrum

A QX a4t o nm 100 LY 4 el 1w 2m
Pericd, T {sec)

Although this Information is a product of the U.S, Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.

hitps:#earthquake.usgs.gov/cn1/designmaps/us/summary.phptemplate=minimal &latitude=38.9870278458426758 I ongilude=-94.79054 28752287 18 siteclass=34&. ..
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Svnt e;: Commercial 95.

Advanced Polymer Fabrics Architectural Shade Cloth

Heavy duty, professional grade architectural shade fabric for
tensioned structures and other shade applications.

Made from UV stabilized HDPE monofilament and tape yarns.

Specialized lock stitch knit for more air movement and better
channeling of cooling breezeways.

Consiructed to block up to 98.8% of harmful UV sun rays.
Heat set for ease of fabrication and to limil shrinkage.
Tear resistant and will not crack, rot or fade,

10 year manufacturer's warranty against UV degradation.
Recyclable.

Fabric Color Options

—— —

Natural Desert Sand Yellow Terracotta Deep Ochre
#445003 #444983 #445072 #445058 #444990
. . . ;
Cherry Red Charcoal Steel Grey Navy Blue Turquoise
#444976 #444969 #445041 #445010 #445065

Aquatic Blue Sky Blue Rivergum Brunswick Green Black
#444938 #445034 ' #445027 #444952 #444945

Colors are representative only. Small varations in cofRIRJ3EH P anticipaled and are within commaercial folerances.

Synthesis” and Commercial 95" are registered irademarks of Gale Pacific Limited. All righis reserved.
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Advanced Polymer Fabrics

Architectural Shade Cloth

Physical Properties

Property Test Method us Metric Flammability Tests Result
Weight ASTM D-3776 1000z 340 gsm ASTM EB4, Class A PASS
Thickness ASTM D-5199 61 mils 1.6 mm :zﬁ:ésg;izfoggg’i‘n dex 12055
Tensile Strength ASTM D-5034 Warp: 208 Ibs Warp: 925 N

{grab test) Weft: 486 |bs Weft: 2161 N
Elongation ASTM D-5034 Warp: 134% Warp: 134% Specification Us Metric
{grab test) Weft: 94% weft: 94%
. .
Tear Strength ASTM D-2261 Warp: 51 Ibs Warp: 227 N el 7f10in | 3m
{tongue test) Weft: 52 Ibs weft; 231 N Lengih 131 fi 40 m
Burst ASTM D-37846 487 psi 3358 kPa
Pressure{Mullen) (diophrogm test} Roll Weight 97 Ibs 44 kg
Burst Strength ASTM D-3787 353 Ibs 1570 N - -
{bOl: burst fES” Roll Diameter 14in 0.35m
Temperature Range 22°Flo +167°F -30°C to +75°C Core Diameler 1.4in 35 mm

Shade and UVR Properties

* Note product is cenier folded when packaged

Color Code | Cover Factor Avg 7% Shade Factor Avg. UVR Avg PAR ZUVR Block
Transmission Transmission | Transmission
Agquatic Blue 444938 926.7% 11.9% 88.2 5.8% 13.8% 94.2%
[Black 444945 95.9% 51% 94.9 49% 51% 95.1%
Brunswick Green 444952 97.4% 4.4% 95.6 3% 48% 96.9%
Charcoal 444959 94.7% 5.8% 94.2 5.3% 5.8% 94.7%
Chemy Red 444974 94.9% 19.0% 810 9.0% 21.9% 91.0%
Deep Ochre 444990 95.4% 5.6% 94.4 3.3% 6.2% 96.7%
Desert Sand 444983 96.5% 15.8% 84.2 5.2% 19.0% 94.8%
Natural 445003 94.5% 21.1% 78.9 49% 259% 95.1%
Navy Blue 445010 926.4% 4.3% 95.7 3.2% 4.7% ?8.8%
Rivergum 1445027 95.7% 142% 85.8 7.0% 16.3% 91.0%
Sky Blue 445034 95.2% 5.3% 4.7 3.2% 5.9% 26.8%
Steel Grey 445041 97.3% 8.1% 1.9 3.3% ?.5% 98.7%
Teracotta 445058 93.51% 9.88% 90.12% 8.04% 10.52% ?1.96%
Turquoise 445065 97.6% 10.4% 89.6 4.6% 12.2% 95.4%
Yellow 445072 94.6% 23.0% 77.0 6.7% 27.7% 93.2%
fested according to AS 4174 wynthetic shadeckolh:  Avg. % fransmissian = Average % transmission within the 290-770nm spectrum.
Avg. UYR fransmission = Average % fransmission within the 290-400nm specium,
Avg. PAR iranimission = Average % fransmission within the 408-770nm spectrum.

Usage Instructions Specification Instructions

Do not use against flames.

Contact with organ’c solvents, halogens or highly acidic substances may reduce the

service life of the fabric and void the womanty.

Biaxial elastic malerial properties available on request.
The above resulls are typical averages Irom independent testing and quality assurance testing and are nol lo be taken as @ minimum specilicalion ner as forming any contract
petween Gale Pacilic and another pary. Due to continuous product improvement. technical specifications are subjecl 1o olteration wilhoul nolice
Notice: As Ihe use and disposal of this product are beyoend Gale Pacilic's control, regardiess of any asiistance provided without chorge, Gale Pacilic ossumes no obligation or

liability for the suitability of ifs procucts in any specific end use opplication. 1Fis b
specific application and comples with any legal and patent regutations.

Shade cloth fabric shall be Synthesis
Commercial 5™ knitted HDPE

moncfiloment and tape shade fabric

offering o UV block up to 98.8%.

I-'gardgr?ws? slrgspons\b:ﬁly 1o determine whether Gale Pacilic's producls are appropriole for the

Gale Pacilic USA Inc, 285 West Ceniral Parkway. Suite 1704, Allamonte Springs, FL 32714, USA  Tel | 407 772-7979 websile: www.synihesisfabrics com

Commercial 95.




TEST REPORT

CLIENT: Gale Pacific USA, Inc.
285 W. Central Pkwy, Suite 1704
Altamonte Springs, FL 32714

Attn: Susan Yuskaitis

Test Report No: 654:030608 Date: February 22, 2010

SUBJECT: Testing to ASTM E-84

SAMPLE ID: Sample identified as “Commercial 95” was received from the client on 2/19/10 in good
condition. The sample was described by the manufacturer of containing the following
items:

Sample Description: Commercial 95
Sample / Style Number: Commercial 95
Material Content: Knitted HDPE

Client PO: SY021609

TEST REQUESTED: Perform standard flame spread and smoke density developed classification tests on the
sample supplied by the Client in accordance with ASTM Designation E84-09a, "Standard
Method of Test for Surface Buring Characteristics of Building Materials”. The test
procedure is equivalent to UL 723, ANSI/NFPA No. 255, and UBC No. 8-1.

PREPARATION: The sample material was submitted in one roll and trimmed to fit dimensions of tunnel,
measuring 21" by 24’. The sample was supported using rods and wire.

TEST DATE: 2/22/10
RESULTS: Results can be found on the following pages and apply only to the sample tested.

CLASSIFICATION: The sample received a ‘Class A’ rating in accordance with the NFPA and IBC classification
chart on page two of this report.
SIGNED FOR AND ON BEHALF OF
SGS U.S. TESTING COMPANY INC.

ﬁtel J. Brian McDonald

Engineering Technician Fire Technology Department Manager
Page 1 of 5

This document is issued by the Company subject to ds General Conditions of Service printed overleaf, available on request or accessible at
WWW milerms_an nditions.htm and. for electronic format documents, subject to Terms and Conditions for Electronic Documents at www.sgs comiterms e-

%gmeng htm. Attention is drawn to the limitation of liability, indemnification and jurisdiction issues defined therein. Any holder of this document is advised that
information contained hereon reflects the Company's findings at the time of its intervention anly and within the limits of Client's Instructions, if any. The Company's sole
responsibility is to its Client and this document does nol exonerate parties 1o a transaction from exercising all their rights and cbligations under the transaction
documents. This documeni cannet be reproduced excepl in full, without prior wrilten approval of the Company. Any unauthorized alteration. forgery or falsification of the
content or appearance of this document is unlawful and offenders may be proseculed to the fullest extent of the law  Unless otherwise stated the resulls shown in this
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Client: Gale Pacific USA, Inc.
Report No.: §54:030608

RESULTS:
SAMPLE: Commercial 95

TEST DATE: 2/22/09

DATA:
Ignition (minutes: seconds) 00:06
Flame Front (feet) 4.0
Time to Maximum Spread (minutes: seconds) 7:00
Flame Spread 15
Smoke Developed 50
NFPA Class IBC Class Flame Spread Smoke Developed
A A 0 through 25 <450
B B 26 through 75 <450
Cc C k 78 through 200 <450

Total Test Time, (hr:min:sec): 0:10:00

Building Codes Cited:
1. National Fire Protection Association, ANSI/NFPA No. 101, "Life Safety Code", 2006 Edition.

| 2. International Building Code, 2006 Edition, Chapter 8, Interior Finishes, Section 803

Observations:

Floor Burning
* Flaming / Dripping
* Melting
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This document is issued by the Company subject to lts General Condilions of Service printed overleal, available on request or accessble at
www.sgs.comfterms and_gonditions him and. for electronic format documents, subject to Terms and Conditions for Electronic Documents at www.sas.comjlerms _e-
documenthim Attention Is drawn to the limitation of liability, indemnification and jurisdiction issues defined therein. Any holder of this dacument is advised that
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Client: Gale Pacific USA, Inc.
Report No.: 654:030608

GRAPHICAL RESULTS:
Flame Spread Chart
2 b e - - , T Ty
T feeen- Red Qak

o FSllne

13 - -

Flame Spread Distance {Feet)

| | / Q= » > »

| .".
/ I w——  Bumersat4f.
]

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Time (Minutes)

FIGURE 1. Flame Spread
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Client: Gale Pacific USA, Inc.
Report No.: 654:030608

GRAPHICAL RESULTS: (Cont.)

Smoke Developed Chart
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FIGURE 2. Smoke Developed
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Client: Gale Pacific USA, Inc.
Report No.: 654:030608

GRAPHICAL RESULTS: (Cont.}

Temperature - Time Curve

S - o -
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FIGURE 3. Temperature — 24 ft. Air Stream Thermocouple
doldridoiedek
End of Report
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STAFF REPORT

TO:  Prairie Village Planning Commission
FROM:  Chris Brewster, AICP, Gould Evans, Planning Consultant
DATE: _ April 4, 2017, Planning Commission Meeting

Application:

Reguest:

Property Address:

Applicant:

Current Zoning and Land Use:

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:

Legal Description:

Property Area:

Related Case Files:

Attachments:

PC 2017-103

Temporary Use Permit for ADHD Summer Treatment Program

4801 W. 79" Street

Children’s Mercy Hospital

R-1A Single-Family District- Kansas City Christian School

North: R-1B Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings
East: R-1A Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings
South: R-1A Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings
West: R-1B Single-Family District - Single-Family Dwellings

Metes & Bounds Abbreviation (28-12-25 E 826.75' OF W 1159' OF N
421.50' NE 1/4 NW 1/4 EX N 30’ 7.43 ACRES PVC 624A BOTA #0708-
87-TX)

7.44 Acres (55,557 s.f.)

PC 2016-108 Temporary Use Permit for ADHD Summer
Treatment Program

PC 2015-105 Temporary Use Permit for ADHD Summer
Treatment Program

PC 2014-110 Temporary Use Permit for ADHD Summer
Treatment Program

PC 2008-08 Amendment to SUP

PC 98-07 Original SUP for Private School

Application




____
Page 2

PC 2017-103

2017 -

Agpril 4

STAFF REPORT (continued)

General Location Map

Aerial Map




STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2017-103
April 4, 2017 - Page 3

COMMENTS:

Children's Mercy South is proposing to provide an eight-week Summer Treatment Program for
approximately 50 children with ADHD. The program is proposed at the Kansas City Christian School from
June 12, 2017 through July 28, 2017. The hours of operation will be 7:30 am to 5:30 pm; Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Friday; and 7:30 am to 8:00 pm on Thursday. Staff will train the previous week, June 5th
through June 9. The program will use several classrooms, the lunch room, the gymnasium, and the
outdoor playgrounds. The proposed Summer Treatment Program will use the existing building, parking lots,
and outdoor areas and there will be no changes made to the property. Therefore, no site plan was required.

The Planning Commission approved the same Summer Treatment Program in 2014, 2015 and 2016.
Kansas City Christian School and the City did not receive any complaints about the use.

Since the short-term use is for more than 30 days, it requires Planning Commission approval.

The Planning Commission may approve the temporary use permit provided that the application meets the
following:

1. The applicant shall submit in written form a complete description of the proposed use,
including drawings of proposed physical improvements, estimated accumulation of
automobiles and persons, hours of operation, length of time requested, and other
characteristics and effects on the neighborhood.

The applicant has provided a detailed description of the proposed operation, as follows:

The applicant has submitted a description of the program, floor plans of the area to be used. The
applicant stated on the application that the program will be provided from 7:30 am to 5:30 pm;
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday; and from 7:30 am to 8:00 pm on Thursday from June
12" until July 28" . Staff training will occur from June 5™ through June 8% . There will be approximately
50 children and 27 staff {20 counselors, 2 teachers, and 5 psychologists). There will be no external
changes to the facility or grounds so it should have no adverse effects on the neighborhood. The
program will use approximately 50 parking spaces for either drop of or day parking. The site is more
than adequate to accommodate them. This provides a needed service for the community and is a
good use of a facility that would remain unused for the summer.

2. If approved, a specific time period shall be determined and a short-term permit shall not be
operated longer than the period stipulated in the permit.

The applicant has requested that the short-term use be approved for the period from June 12, 2017
through July 28, 2017, with staff training June 5 through June 9, and that would be the maximum time
of operation that would be permitted.

3. Upon cessation of the short-term permit, all materials and equipment shall be promptly
removed and the property restored to its normal condition. If after giving full consideration to
the effect of the requested short-term permit on the neighborhood and the community, the
Planning Commission deems the request reasonable, the permit for the short-term use may
be approved. Conditions of operations, provision for surety bond, and other reasonable
safeguards may be written into the permit. Such permit may be approved in any zoning
district.

There will be no external changes to the building and grounds; therefore, no adverse effects on the
adjacent neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is the recommendation of Staff that the Planning Commission approve the temporary use permit for an
ADHD Summer Treatment Program at 4801 W. 79" Street subject to the following conditions:

1. That the temporary use permit for the ADHD Summer Treatment Program be approved for a period
from June 12, 2017 through July 28, 2017, with staff training June 5 through June 9.

2. That the hours of operation shall be from 7:30 am to 5:30 pm on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and
Friday, and 7:30 am to 8:00 pm on Thursday.

3. That the Summer Treatment Program use the existing building, parking, driveways, and playgrounds
and will make no external changes to the property.




STAFF REPORT (continued) PC 2017-103
April 4, 2017 - Page 4

4. That the applicant properly maintain the exterior area of the property and will leave itin an acceptable
condition when the program ends on July 28" 2017,




TEMPORARY USE PERMIT
APPLICATION
City of Prairie Village, Kansas

!)ate: 7)/ g;-);/ / ‘7

neme Childeens ﬂ']fgnu "IJ‘SDJ(& Summel Jerdment: Pfa}fom Ed@pﬁ@
Organization Ch&('\l eas /Ykm }\b&ﬂd‘to Phone CIB (OQ(O 5 ‘740

Address 5590 (o H% e Rlug, SLAIiQ :ﬁg‘QCItnytate!ZIp!_)Jﬂ lod ﬂmﬁ éi lolod 1

Is the organjzation (check all that apply):
Non-profit ' Civic Incorporated
Authorized to do business in the State of Kansas

USE: Sale / activity Trade show Strect Fair
Exposition Promotional venture / entertainment

Please give a complete description of propoged use: _7- ke )
iﬁmwmm By Chuldren mff ROHND, jé v/

Location: 48D WO 7A Sy Pt V)[a!;( K8 (olpf08

Attach any descriptive materials such as plans, maps or size dimensions, ete. to better illustrate
the proposed use,

Pl ase indicate what types of signs, flags or other devices will be used to attract attention:
None.

7:304- 5730p M, Tt lkeg, Fri
Hours of Operation: 724304 -5: 00,0 Thirs

% J fochers
Estimated accumulation of automobiles _S (D and persons 20 CavsEl 30 %lﬂq o psdc‘ﬁo/ofm':s

Other characteristics and effects on neighborhaod:

Period requested from: :}Jr\o '9— to \\L:\g} cQ%
_Tanmc‘l week, fo statF o ) -June G
Submitted by: //17c /27/%:\

* (signature of applicant)
See reverse for conditions of approval

Amount recelved Date Rec’d by

[ e —




As outlined in Chapter 19.34.040 (E) of the Prairie Village Municipal Code, the Planning
Commission may, upon application by the proponent, issue a Temporary Use Permit for a period
of more than thirty days for the use of a specific parcel of land for such temporary uses as
charitable, civic, or sales and activities, trade shows, street fairs, expositions, promotional
ventures and entertainment, without publication or posted notice, provided the following
conditions are met:

L

Date application approved:

The applicant shall submit in written form a complete description of the proposed
use, including drawings of proposed physical improvements, estimated
accumulation of sutomobiles and persons, hours of operation, length of time
requested, and other characteristics and effects on the neighborhood:;

If approved, a specific time period shall be determined and the Temporary Use
Permit shall not be operated longer than the period stipulated in the permit;

Upon the cessation of the Temporary Use Permit, all materials and equipment
shall be promptly removed and the property restored to its normal condition, If,
after giving full consideration to the effect of the requested short-term permit on
the neighborhood and the community, the Planning Commission deems the
request is reasonable, the permit for Temporary Use may be approved.
Conditions of operation, provision for surety bond, and other reasonable
safeguards may be written into the permit. Such permit may be approved in any
zoning district.

If the applicant is not the property owner, a letter shall be supplied to the City
from the Owner, and the tenant, if applicable; stating that the activity meets their
approval,

Conditions of approval:

Planning Commission Chair

Date
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STAFF MEMO

TO:  Planning Commission
FROM: Chris Brewster, AICP, Gould Evans, Planning Consultant
DATE:  April 4, 2017, Planning Commission Meeting

Issue: interpretation — Solar Panels

Staff has received an application for solar panels on a single-family home, which has raised an
interpretation issue. This issue has been encountered by staff in other recent applications, and also
impacts past applications that pre-date current staff. Staff would like the Planning Commission to
consider staff's interpretation to provide direction for future applications.

Current Regulations

Section 19.50 of the Prairie Village Zoning Ordinance addresses alternative energy systems, and
expresses the intent to encourage the use of alternative energy systems and that “the use of alternative
energy systems is in the general welfare of its residents.” [19.50.005]

This section of the ordinance also establishes compatibility standards to protect neighborhood character,
that if met are intended to encourage the appropriate design, location and placement of solar energy
systems, and allow administrative permits for all applications that meet the standards. Specifically, the
ordinance establishes a preference for the following:

1. Panels on sloped roofs should be concealed from view at the street level.

2. Panels on sloped roofs should be either directly mounted on the roof or integrated into the roof so
they form part of the roof itself.

The elements of directly mounted and integrated are not adequately defined.

General research of typical industry applications reveals the following differing degrees of what this
standard could be getting at:

~_ Whattheordinancesays

1. Rack mounted; Projects off roof

=l not allowed
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2. Roof mounted — Directly on roof
but with low-profile, and rack not
visible, and does not “project” off
roof

Not allowed, OR only PC reviews with
site plan, OR allowed as directly mounted
with limitations.

3. Roof mounted — directly on roof
(fasteners but not on a rack)

EPermitied

4. Integrated
(panels integrated into the roof structure but
surface and appearance is different than roof
tiles)

BEPermitted

5. Integrated / “stealth”
{(panels disguised as roof tiles, and/or roof
tile is the solar panel)

[ Permitted
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Types 3, 4 and 5 are clearly enabled by the regulations. Type 1 is clearly prohibited. Type 2 is the most
common application of solar panels. However one particular section of the standards has competing or
conflicting interpretations.

19.50.010 D.. Compatibility

1 Any solar energy system incorporated into residential facility shall be integrated into the
basic form and main structure of the residence. Al active systems shall be roof mounted
with the collecfor panels integrated into the roof either directly mounted against the roof
or integrated into the roof so that they form pa part of the roof itself. Mounfing
arrangements, which allow the collectors fo project above the roof line, such as “standoff”
or ‘rack” mounting arrangements are not allowed.

The Type 2 installation above appears to be consistent with many aspects of the above — it is “directly
mounted” on the roof since it is fiush with the roof plane and the mounting mechanism is not visible.
However it may also conflict with a literal interpretation since there technically is a “rack” and it does
slightly “project above the roof." The difficulty with this literal interpretation is that Types 3 and 4 also
share these same attributes, even though they are clearly enabled. Further, using the literal interpretation
would seem to negate some of the other compatibility standards that deal with the appearance and
screening of mounting mechanisms (i.e. all panels need to be mounted with some type of system). The
ordinance assumes this and has performance criteria dealing with the visibility and profile of the mounting
mechanism; this would seem to indicate that Type 2 should be permitted. Additionally, staff was made
aware of several applications of Type 2 installations that were approved at the staff level over the past
several years.

Type 2 installations are also the most common installation, and industry best practices suggest that
although these panels could be mounted flush on the roof surface (similar to the Type 3 example), this is
not recommended. To function at peak efficiency, these panels need small amounts of ventilation below
them and if not the panels become quite hot and can damage surfaces below.

With these considerations, and reading the ordinance as a whole — particularly with the intent of the
ordinance, staff suggests that a proper interpretation is that Type 2 installations should be allowed
through an administrative permit provided the following are met:

1. Itis located on a non-street facing roof plane. [This meets the 19.15.010D.2 performance criteria
of “concealed from view at street level’)

2. The mounting brackets either are concealed under the framing or are otherwise colored
consistent with the roof structure so as not to be visible from adjacent property. [this reinforces
the prohibiting of “standoff or “rack” mounting]

3. The panels be mounted along the same plan and parallel with the roof pitch. [this reinforces the
prohibiting of “standoff or “rack” mounting]

4. The entire system not rise above the roof plane more than 5" [this would be consistent with the
profile of other “directly mounted” applications which are allowed, it would allow the best industry
practice for efficient performance with some ventilation, and also reinforces the prohibition of
“standoff” or “rack™ mounting]

Action

If the Planning Commission concurs with this interpretation, no action is necessary other than to give staff
direction by consensus vote. Staff believes this is a reasonable interpretation of the current ordinance as
written, even though there are some literal interpretations that suggest conflicts. Further, the City is
currently embarking on an overall review of the Zoning Ordinance intended to clear up the ordinance and
potential interpretation issues such as this. As part of that practice staff can more directly incorporate any
amendments or rewording that can best reflect the intent of the ordinance against evolving and current
industry “best practices.” If the Planning Commission does not agree with this interpretation, the
ordinance does provide a path for each specific application to come before the Commission for review
and potential approval.
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