PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 7, 2017


ROLL CALL
The Planning Commission of the City of Prairie Village met in regular session on Tuesday, November 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, Gregory Wolf, James Breneman and Patrick Lenahan. 

The following persons were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning Commission Chris Brewster, City Planning Consultant; Wes Jordan, City Administrator; Mitch Dringman, Building Official and Joyce Hagen Mundy, Commission Secretary.  


APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Patrick Lenahan noted a correction on page 6 of the minutes.  The second sentence in the fourth paragraph should read:  “He wants the units screened and feels the depicted roofline did not accurately reflect the mechanical screening as it would be.”  James Breneman moved for the approval of the minutes of the October 3, 2017 regular Planning Commission meeting as amended. The motion was seconded by Patrick Lenahan and passed by unanimously with Mr. Wolf abstaining.

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein reported that a request to amend the August 1st Planning Commission minutes has been made to more fully state Condition 8 of the motion approving the site plan for 7810 Mission Road.  

James Breneman moved to amend the Planning Commission minutes of August 1, 2017 with Condition 8 in the motion for approval to read: “Protection would be provided to within 15’ from the existing trees or to the maximum extent possible working with staff.”  The motion was seconded by Gregory Wolf and passed unanimously.
 

NON PUBLIC HEARINGS
PC2017-112 	  Request for Sign Approval
   7501 Mission Road

Greg Thornhill, 7501 Mission Road, stated that it is his desire to give his tenants an opportunity to advertise their business with building signage while maintaining uniformity in the signage on the building.  He is in agreement with the staff recommendation.  
 
Mr. Brewster stated that this is a multi-tenant office building requiring Planning Commission approval of the signage. Two tenants have leases and their proposed signage has been submitted and knowing that other tenants will be coming forth sign standards were created that focus on commonalities among the signs with letter height and incorporation of logo(s).  The proposed sign standards require dark letter cabinets with white or light colored lettering.  Logos would be allowed to incorporate additional colors.  

Mr. Brewster noted this application proposes 4 wall signs, one on each elevation.  This is opposed to 3 in the original concept and changes from having 2 on the north (75th Street side).  Each of these signs matches the same concepts as the original site plan except for the number and specific location.  In addition, two specific signs are proposed as follows:
· West Elevation (Village Modern Dentistry)
· 37.47 s.f. (146” x 37”)
· Upper left portion of facade (top of northernmost bay.)
· 2 rows of individual letters in  dark bronze cabinet
· White back-lit lettering
· North elevation
· 41.125 s.f. (125.375” x 48”)
· Upper left portion of facade (top of westernmost bay)
· 2 rows of individual letters in dark blue cabinet. (Font height approximately 1’ 5” to 1’ 7”)
· Logo covering both rows (4’ height)
· White back-lit lettering.

Each of these signs is within the maximum 50 square feet of wall signs otherwise permitted in the C-O district for exterior wall signs.

James Breneman confirmed that there will only be one sign on each elevation and that the cabinet referred to is the outline material around each letter.

Nancy Wallerstein noted the proposed cabinet colors allowed are dark blue, dark bronze or similar color compatible with the dark accent details on the windows and doors.  She would like to see only one color for more consistency.  She also expressed concern that the sign on the south elevation will be facing a residential property.  She noted that this sign will only be visible from traffic going north on Mission Road.  She does not feel this is a good placement of signage and is invasive to the neighbors.  With the approved monument sign, she asked why four façade signs are being requested.  Mrs. Brown stated she agreed with Mrs. Wallerstein that she prefers a single color cabinet and added that the east elevation signage will also face residential properties.    

Mr. Brewster responded that the code allows for both façade and monument signs.  The monument sign has already been approved.  Regarding the signage facing residential properties, there are other ways for that to be addressed such as the location of the sign and the lighting.  
 
Mrs. Wallerstein questioned the need for the monument sign if there are only four major tenants in the building.  Mr. Thornhill indicated the monument sign is already constructed and noted that if more than four tenants occupy the building he would like to be able to provide all of them the opportunity to have signage.  There could be up to six tenants listed on the monument sign with three on each side.  

Mr. Thornhill indicated signage on the east elevation faces the garage of the adjacent property.  He would be more concerned with the potential of light pollution impacting the home adjacent to the south elevation.  Patrick Lenahan suggested that this could be addressed with restricted hours for the signs to be lit.  Mr. Thornhill asked if that is required for other buildings.  Mr. Breneman replied it was required of the monument sign at Briarwood Elementary. 

Mr. Thornhill stated that he was not opposed to that and noted that they already have an agreement with neighbors that their parking lights would go off at 11 p.m.  Mr. Wolf suggested that be extended to include the signage.  Mr. Lenahan noted the signs could be added to the same timer.  Mr. Thornhill asked for clarification on the lighting restriction.  He would like to be flexible noting the change in time with daylight savings time.  Mr. Lenahan asked if 11 p.m. was satisfactory.  Mr. Breneman suggested the restriction be word as “no later than 11 p.m.” allowing them to be turned off earlier or at 11.  Mr. Lenahan noted the Commission’s concerns are with the south and east elevation signs and asked if the restrictions would apply only to those elevations or to all signage.  Mr. Thornhill responded that he would like the consistency of including all signage.  Mr. Breneman agreed that would be preferred.  Nancy Wallerstein confirmed that none of the tenants operated 24 hours a day.

Patrick Lenahan moved the Planning Commission approve PC2017-112 the sign standards for a multi-tenant building for 7501 Mission Road subject to the following:
· The west elevation and north elevation signs shall be as proposed.
· Future signs on the east and south elevations, or any changes of signs on the west and north elevations shall be limited as follows:
· 1 wall sign per elevation
· 50 square foot limit for each wall sign.
· Signs shall be centered in one of the bays on the upper portion of the facade.
· Logos shall be limited to 4 feet by 4 feet and included with any copy.
· The signs shall be illuminated no later than 11 p.m.
· Font shall be limited to either:
·  two rows with letters between 1.5 feet and 2.5 feet high, but no more than 4 feet high collectively including spacing; or
· One row of letters between 2 feet and 3 feet high
· Letters and logos shall be individual cabinets subject to the following:
· Cabinets shall be dark bronze compatible with the dark accent details on the windows and doors.
· Letters shall be white, or similar light color.
· Logos may incorporate additional colors.
· All signs shall require the prior approval of the property owner prior to permitting by the City subject to these standards.
· All other generally applicable sign standards of Chapter 19.48 or other applicable City Sign Standards, and particularly those applicable to maintenance, lighting, and performance shall be applicable to all wall signs.
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.

PC2017-113 	  Request for Site Plan Approval for Antenna
   5000 West 95th Street
Dave Kasper, representing Verizon Wireless, stated they are requesting approval of a revised site plan to do the following on an existing rooftop cell site installation:
· Replace 4 existing antennas (96” x 11” x 5”) with 4 new antennas (54” x 12.7” x 2.8”).  (2 each on east and west facing arrays)
· Install 1 new antenna (54” x 12.7” x 2.8”) on the Alpha sector array (north facing array) 
· Upgrade equipment performance with ancillary equipment behind the antenna on existing pipe mounts.
Mr. Kasper stated they have received the staff comments and recommendation on their application and are in agreement with the conditions recommended.  

Chris Brewster noted this is a rooftop installation on top of a 3-story building.  The existing antennas are grouped in 2 arrays of three antennas on the west and east ends of the building.  A third placement with a single antenna proposed was added to the north side of the building between the other two existing arrays through a revised site plan approved in 2015.

The lot is located on the north side of 95th Street, between Nall and Roe.  The property is zoned C-O and the installation has a valid special use permit that was renewed in 2009, (PC 2009-11; Ordinance 2209) and continues through 2019.  

The property fronts on 95th street and has similar scale office and commercial uses to the west and Meadowbrook Park to the north and east.  The property is across the street from an elementary school and residential properties.  This site is adjacent to the Meadowbrook redevelopment, with the areas closest to this site encompassing the park portion of the redevelopment.  

The initial Special Use Permit issued in August, 1999 included seven conditions amended through the renewal in 2004.  The most recent Special Use Permit renewal in September 2009 occurred through the City’s revised Wireless Communications Facilities ordinance and found that the application met all factors (A – M) of the ordinance and extended the permit for 10 years.  This renewal included the seven original conditions, plus seven additional conditions based on the new ordinance.  The conditions relevant to this amended site plan application include:
3)	All equipment cabinets and wiring shall be contained within the building.
4)	The antennas and the frames for mounting them shall be painted a color that blends with the sky so that their visibility is minimized.
14)	Future renewals and additional carriers may locate on the building subject to the approval of a site plan by the Planning Commission and an amended Special Use Permit will not be required.

Mr. Brewster stated this request does not substantially change the installation and recommends its approval.  The proposed antenna is a rooftop location, is consistent with the existing antenna on the building, and will not visibly increase the intensity of the installation when viewed from the streetscapes or adjacent properties.

The applicant has submitted a structural report dated April 18, 2017 analyzing the existing facilities and affect of the proposal, and found that the existing structures are adequate as proposed.

The application must comply with all 14 conditions of the existing Special Use Permit.

Mr. Brewster reviewed the following criteria for approval of the site plan:

A.	The Site is capable of accommodating the building, parking areas and drives with appropriate open space and landscape.
The capacity of the site to accommodate all equipment was addressed in the renewal of the Special Use Permit.  The proposed antenna will not increase any impacts that would require a change to that permit or conditions.

B.	Utilities are available with adequate capacity to serve the proposed development.
This is an existing installation and adequate utilities are available to serve the location.

C.	The plan provides for adequate management of stormwater runoff.
No additional impervious area will be created and therefore a stormwater management plan is not required.

D.	The plan provides for safe and easy ingress, egress, and internal traffic circulation.
The site is an existing installation on a roof and utilizes the driveway and parking for the building.  The ability of the site to accommodate ingress and egress was addressed in the renewal of the Special Use Permit.  The proposed antenna will not increase any impacts for ingress and egress to the site.

E.	The plan is consistent with good land planning and good site engineering design principles.
This is a rooftop installation, which are generally favored in planning and in the City’s wireless communication policies and regulations, since they minimize the visual and structural impact of facilities on the abutting property and surrounding community.  Additionally, this building has relatively few antennas, and the addition of one antenna is comparable to similar rooftop installations.

F.	An appropriate degree of compatibility will prevail between the architectural quality of the proposed building and the surrounding neighborhood.
This is a rooftop installation.  The proposed antenna will be the same as the existing antenna and located away from the streetscape.  Additionally the location is compatible with future development plans to the north that will preserve immediately surrounding areas as open space.

G.	The plan represents an overall development pattern that is consistent with the comprehensive plan and other adopted planning policies.
This is an existing building and site.  While Wireless communication facilities are not specifically addressed in Village Vision, this is an existing building and the cities wireless communication policies and regulations promote co-location and location of equipment on buildings and existing facilities.

Gregory Wolf moved the Planning Commission approve PC2017-113 for Site Plan Approval for a roof top installation of antenna at 5000 West 95th Street by Verizon subject to the following conditions:
1.	That the additional antenna be installed as shown on the proposed site plan.
2.	That all conditions of the most recent renewal of the Special Use Permit continue to be met.
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.  

PC2017-114 	  Request for Lot Split Approval
   5014 West 68th Street
John Moffitt, 5300 College Blvd, clarified the original plan for the home to be constructed on the new lot did have a front entry three car garage; however, the new plan has two of the garages as side entry and one as front entry.  The basic information on the lot was presented at the earlier Board of Zoning Appeal meeting where a variance was granted for a reduced lot depth from 125 feet to 108.90 feet.  

Chris Brewster stated that with the granted variance to the lot depth this site now meets the criteria for a lot split.  He noted that this has been a relatively common action taken in this neighborhood with several lots having been split.  

Chapter 18.02 of Prairie Village subdivision regulations allows the Planning Commission to approve splits provided each lot meets the zoning standards.  With the granted variance, both lots meet the zoning standards. 

This particular area has deeper blocks than are typical in the general vicinity.  This makes some of the lots eligible for lot splits under the current regulations.  There are several lots between 67th and 69th that share a similar orientation with the corner lot fronting the numbered streets and an “end grain” lot fronting Fonticello.  They include:

	
	
	Width
	Depth
	Area

	1.
	 6808 Fonticello
	80’
	127.15’
	10,170.72 s.f.

	2.
	 6804 Fonticello
	80’
	127.15’
	10,173.46 s.f.

	3.
	 6802 Fonticello
	110’
	127.73’
	13,987.98 s.f.

	4.
	 6740 Fonticello
	100’
	150’
	15,001.63 s.f.

	5.
	 6730 Fonticello
	100’
	150’
	15,000.92 s.f.

	6.
	6731 Fonticello
	100’
	108.9’ *
	10,889.24 s.f.



* A variance was granted for 6731 Fonticello by the Prairie Village BZA in March 2014

Additionally, 9 lots between 10,364 s.f. and 14,235 s.f. front on a cul-de-sac to the east side of Fonticello between 68th Street and 69th Street.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Melissa Brown asked why this was coming before the Planning Commission.  Mr. Brewster replied the code authorizes the Planning Commission to approve lot splits.  Staff is only able to approve lot line adjustments, not lot splits.  

James Breneman noted in the information handed out by Mr. Moffitt the lot size is shown as 110’ x 110’.  Mr. Moffitt responded the map reflects a rounding up of the 108.9 feet.  Mr. Breneman noted that condition #3 recommended by staff for the variance would be more appropriate as a condition of approval for the lot split.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked if the change in the design of the garages would change lot coverage or curb cuts.  Mr. Lenahan stated that would be handled by the Building Official during the permitting process.  He noted that side entry garages are generally preferred for streetscape.  Mr. Brewster replied that lot coverage is determined by building footprint and would not be affected by driveway coverage.  Any changes in impervious surface would be reviewed by public works prior to the issuance of any permits.  

Mrs. Wallerstein asked if these changes should be noted in the minutes.  Mr. Brewster replied it is covered in the recommended condition #1 of the approval.  

Section 18.02.010 of the subdivision regulations provides the criteria for approval of a lot split.  Essentially the applicant must submit a certificate of survey demonstrating that both lots will meet the zoning ordinance standards and that any existing buildings on a remaining lot are not made nonconforming as a result of the lot split.  The certificate of survey is also required to ensure that there are no utility easements or right-of-way issues created by the lot split or need to be addressed due to the lot split.  

In this case the proposed new lot facing Fonticello will not meet the depth required in R-1A, but will meet all other requirements for a lot split.  The resulting lot is wider than required, and therefore larger than the area required for a lot split.  It is also comparable in size and orientation to other lot splits.  However, the Board of Zoning Appeals has granted a variance to address that issue.  

Mr. Keller, 6731 Fonticello, asked how the sewer would be accessed for the new lot and the storm water drainage.  Chris Brewster responded that the storm water drainage will be reviewed by public works staff  and be required to meet code prior to any permits being issued.  Mitch Dringman, City Building Official stated the applicant will be required to submit a full survey that will be used to make the determination for connections for sewer and these will need to be shown on the construction drawings for approval of a building permit.  

Gregory Wolf moved that based on the prior approval of a variance by the Board of Zoning Appeals that the Planning Commission approves PC2017-114 granting a lot split to the property identified as 5014 West 68th Street subject to the following conditions:
1. That the applicant submit a certificate of survey to (update or confirmation of the Existing Conditions survey in the application) comply with the following information required in the ordinance, prior to a building permit:
a. The location of existing buildings on the site.
b. The dimension and location of the lots, including a metes and bounds description of each lot.
c. The location and character of all proposed and existing public utility lines, including sewers (storm and sanitary), water, gas, telecommunications, cable TV, power lines, and any existing utility easements.
d. Any platted building setback lines with dimensions.
e. Indication of location of proposed or existing streets and driveways providing access to said lots.
f. Topography with contour intervals not more than five feet, and including the locations of water courses, ravines , and proposed drainage systems. 
g. Said certificate of survey shall include the certification by a registered engineer or surveyor that the details contained on the survey are correct.
2. That the applicant records the approved lot split with the register of deeds and provide a copy of the recorded document prior to issuance of a building permit.
3. The proposed house plan is showing a 3-car garage.  If a 3-car garage is built, the driveway and curb-cut access should taper to be narrower within the first 20 feet from the back of curb on Fonticello to disrupt less of the streetscape and have a width comparable to other homes fronting on Fonticello (18 feet to 22 feet max)
The motion was seconded by James Breneman and passed unanimously.

OTHER BUSINESS
Annual Review of the Comprehensive Plan
The Municipal Code 16-104(c) states that the Planning Commission shall at least once each year, and may at any time, review or reconsider the comprehensive plan or any part thereof and may propose amendments, extensions or additions to the same.  The procedure for the adoption of any such amendment, extension or addition to any plan or part thereof shall be the same as that required for the adoption of the original plan or part thereof.  The Planning Commission shall make a report to the Governing Body regarding the annual review on or before the first day of June each year.

Wes Jordan noted that the city’s comprehensive plan is ten years old.  He has found that it can be easily manipulated to support various stances by residents and developers.  Many of the items identified in the Comprehensive Plan have been addressed. Some of the current issues the city is facing have not been addressed such as redevelopment of Corinth Square South.  Does the existing plan address what is happening in the City today?  
Chris Brewster stated that Comprehensive Plans reflect general policy and serve as guides dealing with the long-term issues and potential changes.  Good plans take into consideration how the actions of today can impact issues of the future.  They address known and anticipated issues and provide a framework within which to react to the unanticipated and deal with the city as a whole. A good plan provides a framework for decisions for the future and more specific plans or zoning decisions.   Mr. Brewster stated that the city’s comprehensive plan map and its zoning map are not the same because they address different issues from different perspectives.

The Comprehensive Plan is required by state statutes and encompasses a long term view generally from 10 to 20 years.  The purpose of the plan is three-pronged: 
· To guide zoning and development issues
· To coordinate development – both public and private
· To prioritize public investment.  
Zoning is one of three main tools a city can use to implement its plan.

Village Vision Overview
Village Vision was adopted in 2007 with initial work on the plan beginning in 2005. 
It is a data driven report that addresses the following major themes:
· Preserve image and character
· Maintain quality neighborhoods
· Diversify housing options
· Strengthen community facilities and services
· Promote more vibrant centers (mix of uses and businesses)
· Improve multi-modal transportation systems
· Targeted redevelopment areas

Mr. Brewster noted the importance of the public realm as stated in Village Vision:  “One of the keys to attracting and retaining population, including young families, is to create unique public and private places of increasing and lasting value within the community’s neighborhoods, corridors and commercial centers.  This may mean using the private realm (residential and commercial buildings) to better define and enhance the public realm (streets, parks, plazas, etc.)

Future Land Use as presented in Village Vision is the conceptual development framework for the city.  Areas of the city are identified as 1) neighborhood conservation and improvement areas including corridor redevelopment and 2) Redevelopment Areas – those identified in the plan include Corinth and Meadowbrook; commercial improvement areas identified were PV Center and Somerset Plaza and Civic Enhancement areas of parks, schools, etc.   These framework elements do not relate specifically to zoning districts, and that is a reflection of a plans general nature and its role as a guide to future zoning decisions

Mr. Brewster noted that following major changes have taken place since the development of the plan in 2007:
· Public Realm
· Mission Road Redesign
· Meadowbrook Park
· 75th Street Rebuild
· Park land Purchase
· Current discussion for Bike/Pedestrian plan
· Current discussion on Plan for Harmon Park
· Housing
· Meadowbrook
· Mission Chateau Mission Road Redesign
· Infill Projects
· Homestead
· Chadwick Court
· Crescent Court
· Single family teardowns and rebuilds continue

Mr. Brewster noted that the phase II discussion on building guidelines will begin soon.  Melissa Brown, James Breneman and Jonathan Birkel have agreed to participate in those discussions.  If others are interested they can participate, with the only concern being that there is not a quorum of the Commission present. He anticipates this to be another six to eight month process.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked about having an alternate if someone is unable to serve or attend a meeting.  Mr. Brewster that would be possible with the goal of having three Commission members present at each meeting.  Mrs. Wallerstein asked the representatives to advise Mr. Brewster if they cannot make a meeting so an alternate can be contacted.  

· Development
· Shops in Corinth and Prairie Village have improved interior property as well as few new shops in each center
· Limited corridor redevelopment (75th & Mission)
· Town Center Concept for Corinth still on the books

The major themes presented in Village Vision are still relevant and appropriate.  This plan is comprehensive and general in nature.  Specific locations for redevelopment were identified, but in concept only. Neighborhoods are addressed generally, but differences in types and patterns are not identified.  Meadowbrook had been identified as a redevelopment area; however it took a very coordinated and well developed development plan to make that happen.  So any other areas identified for redevelopment will take that level of planning effort to get answers to how this is going to occur.  

Gregory Wolf asked if this would be the appropriate document to address the CID and TIF financing of development.  Mr. Brewster replied this would be an appropriate location for a policy on redevelopment that gives direction on this issue.  He was not sure that this is the time to do that.  


· Neighborhoods
· Large areas were categorized as conservation or improvement and very general in nature so perhaps this is an area to be reviewed.

· Public Realm is emphasized in the plan and is one of the strengths of the city but there are not a lot of urban design elements in the plan.  The parks master plan was included into this plan, but not coordinated with Village Vision.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked for clarification on Mr. Brewster’s urban design comment.  Mr. Brewster replied although an important part of the plan there isn’t a street tree program plan or specifics to address the call of multi-model transportation.  75th Street Corridor good example – it was addressed in the plan but not a specific plan for what to be done.  

Mrs. Wallerstein asked about an Architectural Review Board.  Mr. Brewster noted that a plan is policy, general guides and long range so specific details are generally not included.  There could be more specific plans on smaller areas where that could be addressed.  

Current Zoning Issues
Mr. Brewster reviewed the following factors identified in the zoning regulations for consideration in zoning decisions:
1. Character of the neighborhood
2. Zoning and uses of property nearby
3. Suitability of property for uses under current zoning
4. Extent that change would detrimentally affect nearby property
5. Length of time property has been vacant or underutilized as zoned
6. Gain to public health, safety and welfare by keeping restrictions vs. impact or hardship on landowner from restrictions
7. Professional recommendations
8. Conformance of change with Comprehensive Plan

Mr. Brewster noted the top three factors could be most affected by more specific updates to the plan as they are currently addressed generally by the plan.  Absent that, they will continue to be addressed on a case-by-case basis as applications are evaluated.    

The Comprehensive Plan does not specifically address the following issues requiring staff and the Planning Commission to deal with them on a case by case basis.  They include multi-family infill projects, zoning districts and allowed uses, neighborhood redevelopment in residential single family districts and commercial reinvestment.  The increased requests for planned zoning indicate that some current zoning districts are not a good fit. Form based codes have been used by other cities in some commercial areas and similar concepts are the basis of the Meadowbrook plan.  

Approaches to Plan Updates
Mr. Brewster stated there are different levels of plans.  Annual or periodic reviews or updates are typically performed by a Planning Commission to monitor the progress of plan implementation.  

Some plans are based on community surveys.  Village Vision was based on an extensive detailed community survey.  Updates to a survey can verify current policies or visions identify emerging issues and verify current socio-economic conditions.  

Strategic Updates are targeted to a specific area or emerging topic.  They use a more focused approach on public engagement strategy and result in more detailed planning for the specific area or topic.  An example is a plan that identifies the scale, format or pattern of development of an area, rather than a general plan or land use-based plan.  

Comprehensive Plan Updates are typically done every 10 to 20 years and include broad public engagement and visioning.  He estimated that a complete update of the current plan would cost in the range of $100,000 to $150,000 depending on the level of public engagement.  

Mr. Brewster responded that if budget was not a consideration, the following options are a possible approach to raise expectations on some of the emerging issues currently being addressed under the plan: 
1.  Review of Neighborhoods – creation of more focused or targeted plans for specific areas.  The biggest cost item for plans is the level of public engagement meetings and gathering of information.  
2. Multi-family infill – staff have fielded questions in this area and there isn’t a lot of guidance in the existing plan.  If an area were going to change, what would that change look like? 
3. Big Picture public realm plan – a document that coordinates all investments in streetscapes, public places and civic spaces, and how development in different areas should relate to these different design concepts in different parts of the city.

The biggest cost item for any of these plans is the level of public engagement, extent of meetings and gathering of information.  It can vary under any of these options.

Wes Jordan noted that one of the challenges is that the Comprehensive Plan is generic.   It was formulated to provide general guidance and as a reference document it can be confusing as clear direction is not provided.  Some parts of the document do not reflect where the city is today.  

Chris Brewster stated that Village Vision seems to still be relevant and strong today as the major themes appear to be consistent with what the community values most about the City: 
· Preserving image and character
· Maintaining quality neighborhoods
· Diversify housing options (corridors/ “edges” and mixed use areas)
· Strengthen community facilities and services
· Promote more vibrant centers (mix of uses and businesses)
· Improve multi-modal transportation systems
· Targeted redevelopment areas

The question is how specifically it addresses these topics.  It may not provide specific guidance that is desired by staff in answering developers’ questions.  This is a 20-year document and needs to be somewhat flexible and not too specific.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked what the Council is looking for from the Planning Commission.  

Wes Jordan stated the Commission could undertake a chapter review of the Plan.  He feels the first step is for the Commission to become well versed in the plan.  A lot has happened since it was created.  

Mr. Brewster stated the primary factor driving the cost of a comprehensive plan is the amount of resident engagement.  To rewrite a plan could cost $100,000 to $150,000.  More strategic updates providing more direction could be costly and time consuming.  He does not recommend a full rewrite of the plan.  

Wes Jordan pointed out that the Corinth South plan that was recently submitted by First Washington may not be exactly was envisioned in 2007. With the development of Meadowbrook, anticipated changes are anticipated to the shopping area at 95th and Nall.  What should they be?  

Jim Breneman stated that he supports design guidelines on residential property.  Mr. Jordan stated there is no indication that the number of rebuilds will be going down.   

Patrick Lenahan stated the Commission can make a recommendation as to what action should be taken regarding the plan.  He agreed that many of the issues addressed in Village Vision have been accomplished and the document is beginning to look somewhat stale in addressing current issues.  He feels that a strategic update seems to be more appropriate.  Mr. Breneman agreed that a full update is not needed.  The plan needs to be general in nature overall.

Nancy Wallerstein asked how the Commission should proceed with review.  Should it schedule a retreat or an off Tuesday evening, add additional evening meetings?  She doesn’t feel Commissioners would want to spend an entire day discussing this.  Mr. Breneman noted the review could be done section by section.   Mr. Lenahan replied there is a lot of information to be taken on a month by month basis with meetings.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked if this is an informal evaluation using Chris Brewster to guide the Commission or would someone else be brought it?  Mr. Jordan responded that he felt that would be better determined after everyone has had a chance to review the document.  Nancy Wallerstein asked if a printed copy was desired so Commissioners could make notes on the pages.  Mr. Jordan stated that would be possible and noted that the document was updated for Meadowbrook.  

It was noted that no one on the current Commission was involved in the creation of the document or enough time had elapsed and were not familiar with the role they played. (  Mr. Jordan asked the Commissioners to read the document prior to the December meeting.  He feels that will provide a clearer picture of the direction to proceed with a review of the Plan.  

Gregory Wolf asked what was on the agenda for the December meeting.  Mr. Jordan explained that Kansas City Christian will be returning for approval of a revised site plan for their special use permit.  The use is not changing.  He explained this was the result of costs coming in higher than anticipated requiring a change in the location of the second story addition to behind the gym.  The footprint is the same.  Nancy Wallerstein stated they need to have a neighborhood meeting prior to appearing before the Planning Commission.  Mr. Jordan noted the construction window for Kansas City Christian is very compressed.

Mr. Brewster encouraged the Commission in their review of the Comprehensive Plan to look at it as what is the next big thing long term, but also think about what is needed to help make better day to day decisions that is not currently addressed in the plan or in the code.  

Nancy Wallerstein asked for an update on recent projects.  The following update was provided:
· Canterbury Court (Mogren) – no permits issued
· Faith Lutheran – purchased by City, demolition in January
· Inn at Meadowbrook – VanTrust having difficulty finding someone to operate one of this size so they will be building

Mr. Jordan noted that due to the cost of land, developers are requesting to build higher buildings.  Also, the office building at 75th & Mission is the only office building in the area that has been done without public financing.  Mr. Breneman noted the new projects in Overland Park constructed with public financing.

Mrs. Wallerstein asked about the proposed redevelopment of Corinth South.  Mr. Jordan responded that the City will not be providing financial assistance for the proposed plan.  First Washington will be having public meetings on their proposed plan to get resident input before the end of the year and proceed after that.  

Mr. Wolf asked if this was Mr. Jordan’s last meeting serving the Commission.  He responded that the new Assistant City Administrator has been hired and her appointment ratified by the City Council.  She will start November 27th and be at the December Planning Commission meeting.  He will be staying engaged with the Commission for a while.

Melissa Brown stated that she does not feel qualified to evaluate the Comprehensive Plan and feels that the Commission needs to have a professional participate in the process.  Mrs. Wallerstein asked what Mr. Brewster’s role would be.  Would he be leading the discussion.  Mr. Brewster stated that he does not see himself as a facilitator but as a participant with the Commission.  

Gregory Wolf suggested the city get an estimate of the cost to facilitate the Planning Commission’s discussion.  Mr. Breneman stated that he felt the initial discussion could be handled by Mr. Brewster, but once the Commission determines what work needs to be done a professional would be needed.  Mr. Wolf replied that he would like to have Mr. Brewster as a participant and have someone from the outside that would be able to give an outside perspective lead the discussion.  Mr. Breneman suggested that Ron Williamson as a possible facilitator.  

Mrs. Wallerstein confirmed that Mr. Williamson did not prepare Village Vision and felt that Mr. Williamson would be a good choice if Mr. Brewster was comfortable working with him.  Mr. Brewster responded that he would be comfortable working with Mr. Williamson.  

Mr. Jordan confirmed that the Commission would prefer a Saturday work session after the first of the year.   

NEXT MEETING
The December agenda has two BZA applications and Kansas City Christian revised site plan before the Planning Commission.  


ADJOURNMENT
With no further business to come before the Commission, Chairman Nancy Wallerstein adjourned the meeting at 8:55 p.m.  



Nancy Wallerstein
Chairman	
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LANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

 

NOVEMBER 7,

 

2017

 

 

 

ROLL CALL

 

The Planning Commission of the City 

of Prairie Village met in 

regular

 

session on 

Tuesday

, 

November 7, 2017

 

in the 

Municipal Building 

Council Chambers

 

at

 

7

7

00 

Mission

 

Road

. 

 

Ch

airman 

Nancy Wallerstein

 

called the meeting to order at 7:

0

0

 

p.m.

 

w

ith the following members present:

  

Melissa Brown, 

Gregory Wolf, 

James Breneman

 

and

 

Patrick Lenahan

.

 

 

 

The following persons 

were present in their advisory capacity to the Planning 

Commission

 

Chris Brewster

, City Planning Consultant

; 

Wes Jordan, City 

Administrator

;

 

Mitch Dringman, Building Official

 

and 

Joyce Hagen Mundy, Commission Secretary.

  

 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 

Patrick Lenahan noted a correction on page 

6 of

 

the minutes.  The second sentence in 

the fourth paragraph should read:  “He wants the units screened and feels the depicted 

roofline did not accurately reflect the mechanical screening as it would be.”  

James

 

Breneman

 

moved

 

for the approval of the minutes 

of the 

October 3, 2017

 

regular 

Planning Commission meeting 

as 

amended

.

 

The motion was seconded by 

Patrick

 

Lenahan

 

and passed 

by

 

unanimously

 

with Mr. Wolf abstaining

.

 

 

Chairman Nancy Wallerstein

 

reported that a request to amend the August 1

st

 

Planning 

Commission minutes has been made to more fully state Condition 8 of the motion 

approving the site plan for 7810 Mission Road.  

 

 

James Breneman

 

moved 

to 

amend the Planning Commission minutes of Augu

st 1, 2017 

with Condition 8 in the motion for approval to read: “Protection would be provided to 

within 15’ from the existing trees or to the maximum extent possible working with staff.”  

The motion was seconded by

 

Gregory Wolf

 

and passed 

unanimously.

 

 

 

 

NON PUBLIC HEARINGS

 

PC2017

-

11

2

 

 

  

Request for 

Sign Approval

 

   

7501 Mission Road

 

 

Greg Thornhill, 

7501 Mission Road, stated that it is his desire to give his tenants an 

opportunity to advertise their business with building signage while maintaining uniform

ity 

in the signage on the building.  He is in agreement with the staff recommendation.  

 

 

 

Mr. Brewster stated that this is a m

ulti

-

tenant office building

 

requiring Planning 

Commission approval of the signage.

 

Two tenants have leases and their proposed 

signage has been submitted and knowing that other tenants will be coming forth sign 

standards were created that focus on commonalities among the signs with letter height 

and incorpora

tion of logo

(s)

.

  

The proposed sign standards require

 

dark letter cabinet

s 

