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MINUTES 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

AUGUST 18, 2016 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT 
 
Mr. Rusty Strodtman 
Ms. Sara Loe 
Ms. Lee Russell 
Mr. Anthony Stanton 
Ms. Tootie Burns 
Mr. Dan Harder 
Ms. Joy Rushing 
Mr. Brian Toohey 
Mr. Michael MacMann 
 

I) CALL TO ORDER 

 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Good evening.  I'll call the Planning and Zoning meeting for August 18 to 

order.  May we have a roll call, please. 

 MS. LOE:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  We have nine Commissioners present; we have a quorum. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Full house.  Thank you. 

II) APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any changes to the agenda, Mr. Zenner? 

 MR. ZENNER:  No, there are not, Mr. Chairman. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Thank you. 

III) APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Minutes from our -- it's been a while, July 21st.  Minutes from July 21st were 

sent out earlier.  Were there any corrections, additions that need to be made to those?   

 MS. BURNS:  I move to approve those minutes as submitted. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Ms. Burns. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Second.  

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Russell.  And I'd like -- we can just do a thumbs up on that one.  

Everybody is good?  Looks good.   

 (Unanimous vote for approval.) 

 MR. STRODMAN:  Everybody passed on that.  All full.  Thank you. 

IV) SUBDIVISIONS 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Moving on to our first subdivision case. 

Case 16-137 

 A request by Crockett Engineering Consultants (agent) on behalf of Manor Homes, LLC 

(owner) for approval of an 8-lot preliminary plat to be known as "Kitty Hawk Manor, Plat No. 6".  



2 

 

The 3.80-acre subject site is generally located at the southwest corner of Northland Drive and 

Parker Street.  (This item was tabled at the July 21, 2016 Planning and Zoning Meeting.) 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  May we have a staff report, please?   

 Staff report was given by Mr. Clint Smith of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the preliminary plat for "Kitty Hawk Manor, Plat No. 6". 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Do we have any questions for staff? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I have one. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes, Ms. Russell. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Just to confirm that there are no more -- no restrictions on that, any -- any -- or 

covenants or anything, did legal, did you agree with that? 

 MR. SMITH:  I would say that we -- we received documentation and, consulting with legal, they 

have looked at that.  But the bottom line is is the City is not in a position to either confirm or -- or not 

confirm that that is legally still in place.  They are suggesting -- the applicant are suggesting that it has 

been removed, so legally they are responsible to make sure that that actually has taken place.  But since 

the City wasn't a party to that agreement, we're not going to be a party to legally making a determination 

whether or not that covenant still exists.  Is that a fair summation?   

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  That's a fair summation.  Sorry. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  No exceptions.   

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Ryan Moehlman, City Counselor's office, 701 East Broadway.  That's a fair 

summation of what Mr. -- what Mr. Smith offered, the -- their explanation of why it doesn't exist made 

sense, but we didn't really delve further into the existence of whether or not the exist -- sorry -- the 

covenant still exists or not.  It's a private agreement, but within the realm of possibility that we didn't feel 

that we needed to involve ourself any further. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Moehlman -- Ryan?  

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  A question on these covenants.  Are we exposed in any way here? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  No. 

 MR. MACMANN:  By approving or not approving? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  No, we're not exposed.  We're not a party to it, nor are we a guarantor of 

other private covenants. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  Well, the staff report we saw previously dealt with this extensively and 

that's just all gone.  Right?  That's not our -- there was a lot of concern about the covenants earlier and 

thus the tabling.  I'm just –- 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  It's -- it's -- you know, we don't see how the problem -- the way we could 

exposed, if we did insert ourself -- insert ourself into the issue.  That would -- that would leave us with 
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greater exposure than the approach we're taking now.  

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  That's -- that's my concern.  I just wanted to follow up on that.  Thank 

you very much.  

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Smith, can you -- where did you say the access was going to be -- the 

road access? 

 MR. SMITH:  Road access for all the visible lots on Gypsy Moth is -- will be from Gypsy Moth.  It 

has been constructed.  Northland is existing street and that is one lot, and they'll have access to 

Northland Drive. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  But just the one? 

 MR. SMITH:  The one lot to Northland, yes.  Yeah. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Any additional questions?  As is our customary practice, even 

though this is a subdivision matter, if there is anyone in the audience that would like to come forward and 

give us any relevant information, we would welcome that at this time.  Just please give us your name and 

address and come on up. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Vice Chairman, members of the Commission, my name is Tim Crockett 

with Crockett Engineering Consultants, 2608 North Stadium Boulevard.  I'm here to give just a real brief 

presentation.  Clint, if you don't mind?  Thank you, sir.  All right.  With me tonight is Ryan Burnam, who    

is -- represents Manor Homes, LLC, who is also the applicant for this project.  Currently, the piece of 

property is zoned R-1 and A-1.  Now, the single-family residential units that would front onto Gypsy Moth 

would be the R-1 portion.  The existing single-family home to the north is currently zoned A-1.  We 

propose to leave it as is.  The plat goes down the -- goes down the zoning line.  The piece to the north 

would stay intact as A-1 and the single-family house that currently is at that location would remain in 

place.  The total tract area is about 3.8 acres.  Again, as Mr. Smith has indicated, it's about five R-1 lots 

and an\ A-1 lot with the existing house and accessory units.  Now, the piece of property was originally 

platted back in 19-- I believe 1982.  This is the original preliminary plat -- excuse me -- the original final 

plat that was done for that property.  What we're asking for here is this portion right here outlined in red.  

That's the piece that -- that contains basically the bulk of this preliminary plat except for maybe a little 

small stem portion that was -- that was shown earlier.  Given that this was previously final platted, the 

intent on this preliminary plat is to clean up a lot of issues, and I think Mr. Smith kind of alluded to that 

fact.  That was one of the original purposes of the original preliminary plat and then this one coincides 

with that.  A lot of property has been platted or replatted, transferred ownership, moved around.  These 

preliminary plats are simply to clean up the situation so we can final plat it and make it more of a clean 

situation.  We talked to the Planning Department when this first got started and we believe that this is the 

proper way.  I think there could be some other alternative ways, but it's going to be extremely confusing 

for the long haul.  This is going to clean everything up and make it much easier to follow along.  Here is 

the preliminary plat that we have discussed.  Again, the single-family lots to the south, the common lot for 

the storm-water purposes, and then, of course, the A-1 tract, the bulk of the property is the A-1 property 
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and it has an existing home that's going to remain in place.  This project is going to utilize existing 

infrastructure, you know.  We have to do one small little storm-water -- or excuse me -- sanitary sewer 

extension that's really to serve the house.  The existing house has a failing storm-water -- excuse me -- 

failing sanitary sewer system on that piece of property.  What we propose to do is extend sanitary sewer 

so that it can be alleviated from the on-site system that it currently has.  Again, create a few lots, preserve 

the existing house on A-1, and then, of course, the project comes with you -- comes to you with support 

from City staff.  With that, I would be happy to answer any questions the Commission may have.  And, if 

not,  

Mr. Burnam can talk about the covenant a little bit. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any questions for this speaker?  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  Mr. Crockett, just a point of clarification.  On your third slide, I think, I –- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes, ma'am. 

 MS. LOE:  Did it say one common lot? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  It did, and I apologize for that.  I caught that later.  There are two common lots. 

 MS. LOE:  All right. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes.  Staff is correct.  I was thinking of the one for the storm water and I forgot 

about the other lot.  I apologize.  That's incorrect. 

 MS. LOE:  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any other questions?  Thank you, Mr. Crockett. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you. 

 MR. BURNAM:  Good evening.  I'm Ryan Burnam with Manor Homes, 215 North Stadium 

Boulevard, Columbia, Missouri.  I represent the developer, obviously.  And the intent of this is, of course, 

to pick up additional lots on the road that we built.  Right now, we built a single-loaded street, which, of 

course, is very inefficient and we got the opportunity to purchase this property and, as a result, these five 

lots came with it.  From a business case, it allowed us to pay more money to the homeowner, which they 

were very happy about.  From our perspective, we get five additional lots to potentially build on.  And 

what we're building in the area are single-family residential homes -- rental homes -- excuse me.  So we 

built Manor Ridge across the street and this is an upgrade to that.  These homes are in the $150,000 

price range, much nicer than anything else in the area, and our goal is that this is an entry to -- you saw 

the preliminary plat for the remaining.  We have another 60-some-odd lots back there.  This is the 

gateway into all that.  So our goal is -- is -- if anything, to make this bigger and better and brighter than 

anything else in the neighborhood.  And so the potential to utilize these lots to enhance our coverage, 

which allows for a better return, obviously, from the business case, but also put more product in a close 

proximity to where people will be going in is -- was very appealing, so that's kind of why we did this.  And I 

would be more than happy to answer any questions. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Are there any questions for this speaker?  I see none.  Thank you, 

Mr. Burnam. 
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 MR. BURNAM:  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Are there any other parties in the audience that would like to come forward?  

Yes, sir.  Come on up. 

 MR. ROUSE:  My name is Mac Rouse; I live at 2726 Northland Drive.  And my parents' house is 

on the same property; there are two houses on the same property.  They're -- they're no longer living, but 

their address is 2734.  If -- can you show me -- go back a little ways where you've got the aerial.  All right.  

Right there.  Yeah.  I'm -- I'm between -- I'm kind of stuck in the middle there.  And the -- the subject site, 

that small little cutout there -- rectangular cutout is -- I think there's some contention with that, but 

Annette, my neighbor on the west of me, I think will address that.  And I don't know -- I guess the first 

thing I should ask if -- have all of you physically seen these properties out here?  So as you're going north 

on Parker, you know, there's a -- quite a buffer of green space which, you know, came about, oh, 1990, 

with Chris Burnam, who the neighborhood association dealt with.  And there was some disagreement -- 

well, he originally wanted a lot more -- bigger density -- greater density than what is there now.  And there 

was an agreement between Chris and the Northland Drive Neighborhood Association that he would lower 

the density, actually lower the acreage involved, and we would, in turn, receive -- four owners, actually, 

that abutted his property, would receive a 100-foot green space, which we all got as deeded to us, you 

know.  I've been paying taxes on it ever since.  And, you know, legally -- I mean, you know, it says in my 

warranty deed that this land is to remain green space forever, never to be developed.  Legally, I don't 

know how much water that holds.  You know, the lawyers will have to determine that.  Evidently, it doesn’t 

hold much water since it's -- I think, didn't they say that by private agreement that that restriction is no 

longer there.  I still have the restriction on my property right next to it.  I don't know what it's worth really, 

you know.  It says forever.  And I think my objection really is that, you know, we kind of made a deal with 

Chris that he would do what he wanted on his south side and we would get this 100 foot of green space.  

And, you know, now the -- you know, it seems like the goal posts have shifted a little bit and -- and that 

continuous green space, you know, is not going to last, at least on that subject property.  And could you 

go to the picture -- it's kind of a -- I think it's a little bit misleading on this one.  But you can see in there 

right in the middle of the picture that strip of trees.  And he mentioned a catch basin or whatever he called 

it right behind there.  It's a pretty significant ravine and I think, you know, maybe one of those lots is going 

to be in that area.  I don't know.  But I guess I'm kind of confused where I stand and, you know, if they 

develop that, my property is certainly going to lose value.  He said it was better and brighter and I can't 

remember the other adjective, but that -- I -- I -- that won't -- I don't think that's going to help me out at all, 

you know.  I've got a beautiful spot there that -- been -- my father and I have been growing trees over 

there for, you know, since the '60s, and I'm going to lose value there.  Anyone have any questions kind of 

where I'm coming from? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Rouse?  Rouse, is it? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Rouse, yes.   
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 MR. MACMANN:  Your property is this inset between the previous slide – Mr. Smith, if you     

could –-  

 MR. SMITH:  I think it's right here. 

 MR. ROUSE:  Yeah.  Right here.  That's me, with houses on it. 

 MR. MACMANN:  That's your property right there.  The property due east of you was formerly 

family -- like, your parents' property or something like that? 

 MR. ROUSE:  I'm sorry? 

 MR. MACMANN:  The property due east of you –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  The property in question that -- right -- right there?  Yeah.  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Correct.  And that's been sold.  And what you're trying to say, and I'm not going 

to delve into this seriously -- or try not to -- how about that?  You have a -- you had an agreement which 

still holds on your property; right?   

 MR. ROUSE:  Far as I know. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Far as I know.   

 MR. ROUSE:  It says on the deed -- I mean –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  This subject property to your east, that's owned and sold by someone else; is 

that correct? 

 MR. ROUSE:  When we -- like I say, there were four landowners that got the 100-foot buffer.  And 

at the time, the family there was by the name of Hargas, and their deed says the same thing mine does.  

It can never be developed and be in its natural state forever.   

 MR. MACMANN:  And –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  Does that answer your question? 

 MR. MACMANN:  It does.  I'm just trying to understand.  Without boring you, I did read the 

preliminaries on this and since it's theoretically off the table now, I'm just trying to be sure that we're not 

legally -- getting legally exposed.  And your property travels all the way south to this, like, 20-foot, 30-foot, 

whatever it is? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Right.  Right there, yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Right down there.  Your property terminates south right there? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Right. 

 MR. MACMANN:  And, honestly, I don't know what we can do for you.  You know what I'm 

saying? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Well, maybe nothing, you know.  But I know originally Chris Burnam indicated that 

it would make a -- put a covenant in the platting stage, but I think Mr. Zenner and Mr. Smith both indicated 

-- you know, it was in the minutes of the Planning and Zoning meeting, but it never got any farther than 

that.  I think, didn't you -- am I correct in –- 

 MR. SMITH:  Yeah.  We -- I did review the minutes on that and -- and going from memory, if I 

recall, there was conversation during the minutes, and I think this -- the property owners there did offer, I 



7 

 

think, support for the project with the understanding that they would be deeded 100 feet that were -- that 

was south of their existing properties and there would be a covenant attached to that.  But it did seem to 

be a separate agreement outside of the City's approval, something that would facilitate the agreement of 

the neighboring property owners to the platting action.  So I think that’s -- that's from my recollection.  Did 

you look at that at all, as well?  But that's what I generally recall from that -- from those minutes.  That's, I 

think, is generally what we've represented tonight. 

 MR. ZENNER:  And there is clearly from the research of the previous plats associated with the 

property no developer-imposed restriction on the plat, so there is a difference here.  If there were a 

developer-imposed restriction on the plat, the release of that restriction would be required by Council.  

The fact that there is a covenant that's private, and we do not get into private matters as part of the City's 

execution of its public power, that's why we are not engaged in this private contractual issue.  If it was a 

platting-related matter at the original platting, we would be having a slightly different discussion. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Zenner a question?  Mr. Zenner, to the best of 

your knowledge, will our approving this plat injure these parties' ability to pursue this in another venue? 

 MR. ZENNER:  To my knowledge, no.  This is a civil matter and it would need to be resolved 

through the civil system. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Thank you, Mr. Zenner.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Because platting this has nothing to do with the usage at this time.  Right?  

We're just basically reshaping the map.  The uses or covenants that are in place for the use of that is a 

separate matter itself. 

 MR. SMITH:  Yeah.  I'll give you just maybe a brief overview of what you could expect, I guess, in 

that -- in that situation.  If a preliminary is approved, which would be another month or so before it goes to 

Council.  At that time, I think we would accept construction plans for the site, which could include grading 

plans, mass grading plans, tree removal, prior to a final plat necessarily being approved.  So construction 

plans could be approved, at least preliminary grading plans definitely could be approved prior to the final 

plat.  So that gives you kind of maybe the time line if that's something the -- the resident is interested in 

making sure that they are moving along if they want to investigate this further.  And construction plans do 

take weeks if not months to also approve, so –-  

 MR. ZENNER:  Construction plans may take weeks to approve.  However, land disturbance, 

which is separate from the full construction plan authorization, since this is a single parcel of property, the 

ability of the property owner to be able to do grading on this tract of land is possible to be issued upon 

compliance, and that may not take nearly as long as completing the engineering and it may occur well in 

advance possibly of the construction or the final plat being presented.  There is nothing that indicates in 

our code that you have to have a final plat in place before you can obtain construction plan approval.  It is 

actually the reverse.  You cannot record a final plat without construction plans being approved.  So if you 

wanted to, as in Boone County, go out and install all of your infrastructure before you sought to have the 
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plat approved, that is legal.  And what that then means is you have to do your grading and get your 

grading permit and you have to get your construction plan approvals first that follow our regular standard 

procedures, and all of that can occur potentially, depending on the complexity of the design plans, within 

the intervening time between our action this evening and that to Council's final approval of the preliminary 

plat.  We can't guarantee that these trees may not be removed in that interim period of time. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  They could cut the trees right now if they own the property.  Right?   

 MR. ZENNER:  I believe that would be correct.   

 MR. MACMANN:  I'm just trying to brass tacks this –- 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yeah.  If we bring it down to its basic core, if it's under an acre of land 

disturbance, we may or may not have tree preservation requirements.  I mean, that would be an issue to -

- we'd have to discuss with our arborist as it relates to climax forest and anything else that may exist on 

the tract of land.  But Mr. Crockett may be more knowledgeable to speak to what may exist and how that 

regulation may impact them.  You could have a timbering plan, yes, probably, and you could probably 

timber the site right now.  I don't know if you could probably clear-cut the site.  That may be a different 

story, but, I mean, the unfortunate aspect here is is you had a -- you have a -- apparently a private-party 

agreement that may have run to the benefit of the property owner that has now sold the land back.  And 

as a result of that, the property owner's sale to a subsequent owner, and if the only reason for the buffer 

was to satisfy the owner, I don't know how the agreement was written.  The current owner has possibly a 

right to be able to eliminate that restriction because it was to himself or the prior owner. 

 MR. MACMANN:  I'm seeing -- I'm seeing the conundrum here.  Mr. Rouse, I'm trying to address 

some of your issues here, but I don't really know if there is –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  I appreciate it, yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  -- is much that we can do to address your issues.  As Mr. Zenner says, you 

may want to pursue the civil system on this. 

 MR. ROUSE:  I understand that, yeah.   

 MR. MACMANN:  I mean -- 

 MR. ROUSE:  I think there is a certain amount of frustration in that we dealt with Chris Burnam 

initially and, as far as I can tell, he was fine with everything being the way it currently is now or before the 

sale.  And now -- now, we're dealing with Mr. Ryan Burnam and, like I say, you know, the goal post has 

shifted.  Maybe there is nothing that can be done about that.  I don't know.  And it's going to be clear-cut, 

because they pretty much they clear-cut before they built these current houses on there.  They took down 

all the trees, so –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Loe, do you have a question? 

 MS. LOE:  Mr. Rouse, I had a question.  I believe you executed a quit claim or an easement.  

Somehow you attached that 100 feet to your property as part of the agreement.  I thought I remembered 

seeing something of that --  
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 MR. ROUSE:  It’s not -- 

 MS. LOE:  -- in the previous file that came through. 

 MR. ROUSE:  It's on a warranty deed. 

 MS. LOE:  It's on a warranty deed.  But do you have control or own that property? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Yes, I do. 

 MS. LOE:  You do.  And how did you gain ownership of that 100 feet? 

 MR. ROUSE:  It originally belonged to my mother and dad, and it was deeded to them, and I have 

a beneficiary deed that is now deeded to me. 

 MS. LOE:  But the 100 feet buffer –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  The 100 feet, yes.  That's included.  I mean – 

 MS. LOE:  And how did they -- how did they acquire that from Chris Burnam? 

 MR. ROUSE:  That's a good question.  You know, we were all -- all the four property owners on 

that northern boundary were given a deed to that 100 foot. 

 MS. LOE:  That's what I understood.  And there was some paperwork that they executed to gain 

that ownership.   

 MR. ROUSE:  Right.  I –- 

 MS. LOE:  So you have control over that 100 feet? 

 MR. ROUSE:  Yes, ma'am, I do. 

 MS. LOE:  So you are -- you have that buffer and you do have that protected. 

 MR. ROUSE:  Yes, I do.  And I -- you know, like I say, I mean, I've been paying taxes on it.  I'm 

assuming that it's mine. 

 MS. LOE:  That's usually a good indication. 

 MR. ROUSE:  So I think –- 

 MS. LOE:  All right.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Rouse, on this drawing that's shown on the big screen, that red line 

completely goes around your property.  Correct?  So your 100-foot buffer –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  Yeah.  That's correct. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So they're not taking any -- there's no land being taken from you in this 

subject site? 

 MR. ROUSE:  No.  No.  No.  I'm not losing any land. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right.  So you're still maintaining – 

 MR. ROUSE:  It's my contention that I'm losing value, but, you know, what -- what it's worth, I 

don't know. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right.  Right.  Okay.  But the 100 foot is still there and they've worked –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  It's still there. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- that's the little box that we see -- 

 MR. ROUSE:  Right. 
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 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- that they've gone around your 100 feet, so –- 

 MR. ROUSE:  Right.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I just wanted to make sure that I understood that and there wasn't some land 

assumptions being taken. 

 MR. ROUSE:  And it's -- you know, it's undeveloped. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I understand.  Any additional questions?  I see none.  Mr. Rouse, we do 

appreciate you coming in and speaking with this.  And as -- as you heard today, you should probably look 

at what is in your best interest and do what you think you need to do. 

 MR. ROUSE:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Is there any additional speakers on this matter? 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  My name is Annette Kolling-Buckley, and I live at 2738 Northland 

Drive.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  They are going to get you a quick glass of water. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  I have like a frog.  Because I can further muddy the waters here for 

you, unfortunately.  I live on the -- my property is the little skinny property above the little hat there.  And 

in 1990, when Chris Burnam was enacting all of the buffer zones for the existing property owners, mine 

fell through the cracks because it was in between.  The paperwork they had was for the Shaws who 

owned the property before I did.  They did not actually issue the warranty deeds till 1994.  I have been 

sort of half-heartedly, off and on, with Chris Burnam saying, oh, I need my warranty deed for my property, 

but Chris has always been a very good steward to our neighborhood, and he's always said I'll never 

develop that land, don't worry about it.  Well, then when Ryan came in in 2015 with his proposal to do that 

on the -- on Gypsy Moth, I said, by the way, I need my warranty deed for my piece of property.  And he 

said -- oh, thanks.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Teddy. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Thank you.  And he said he was very busy, but to get back with him in 

six months.  So I waited and then he came in to show me this proposal, and I said, by the way, I still don't 

have my warranty deed for my piece of property, and I was supposed to get it, and now I'm supposed to 

get it maybe next week.  But with you saying that he can go in tomorrow and cut my trees down, that's not 

going to do much good pursuing it as a civil matter if the trees are gone.  And I have a specimen oak on 

my piece of property, on my -- what should be my buffer zone that can't be replaced.  And the question 

that I've had on all of this, throughout all of this, because I'm president of the neighborhood association, is 

these warranty deeds state very clearly the restrictions to this piece of property.  However, as it's a civil 

matter, from what you're saying, does this mean that when the original owners no longer own the 

property, the warranty deed is no longer valid?  That's my question, because Mac and his parents were 

the original owners, and the Keys on the other side are still the original owners of the warranty deed and, 

in theory, I am, too.  So does this -- is this situation -- do these warranty deeds have no validity anymore 

as far as the City is concerned?   
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 MR. STRODTMAN:  You know, I don't think we're the expert on that.  That's probably a legal 

matter and none of us are acting in a legal capacity, so I would highly suggest that you would look for 

counsel for yourself to answer that question to -- to your -- to your satisfaction, just because I don't want 

us to represent something that we're not able to do.  City staff might have a comment, but my assumption 

would be that they'll probably say the same, is that since it is a matter outside of the City's involvement, it 

is between two parties and that party is not the City, then they probably will not advise, you know, as to a 

recommendation that that's probably something that they would ask for you to look outside to counsel to 

advise.  So to clarify, you're unlike Mr. Rouse in that you're not paying taxes.  You have no deed, you   

have –- 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  I have never been given it.  I have tried and tried.  In fact, tonight is 

the first time I realized that it's now being platted as a common lot.  I would think that if I have to try and 

stop them from cutting my trees, the City would get involved. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  You know, there are certain rights that landowner has and -- and since it is a 

smaller acreage, there are different rules that apply.   

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  So even though it was written in the minutes of the City Council –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  You know, the agreement was between two parties and, you know, the -- the 

reference to the Council notes is a reference that you could use for –- 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  I have.  I gave it to you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- for your benefit when you speak with counsel for representation –- 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  But by that time, my trees could be cut down. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  That I can't speak on, but, you know, I think what we're suggesting is that 

until you have representation and counsel for your behalf, it's a -- it's a civil matter between two parties.  

The City has no stake in it since it is a civil matter between two parties, you know.  And unlike Mr. Rouse, 

who has been paying taxes on it, has that warranty deed, it's a little different with his and that's why  

they've -- this plat is shown as such.  So unless the -- unless staff has any other additional comments, 

you know, my personal recommendation, ma'am, would be for you to reach out and get counsel as quick 

as you can so that they can look into the matter of why you didn't have a warranty deed and see if there's 

anything that they -- or can advise you to on that matter.  We're, unfortunately, not going to be able to 

give you much satisfaction from a legal standpoint since we do not act in that capacity. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  So basically these warranty deeds are pretty much worthless -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'm not going to say either way. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  -- unfortunately? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Just -- I'm not an attorney, so I don't know that, ma'am. 

 MS. BUCKLEY:  Neither am I. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Is there any questions?  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Not of this speaker, but I do have one of either Mr. Crockett or Burnam.  Tim, do 

you want to –- 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  Sure. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  If you could tell us name. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Tim Crockett, Crockett Engineer. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Just a real quick question.  Who owns the subject site? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  The subject site is owned by the Burnams under Manor Homes, LLC. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  And if I -- if I may clarify the couple points of contention.  The -- the top-hat 

piece that Mr. Smith so eloquently called it, we have no intention of clearing those trees.  We have no 

desire, no intention to clear those trees as shown by this preliminary plat.  The reason why it's included as 

a common lot is because there is a regulation by the City of Columbia that we have to plat everything that 

we own up to 80 acres.  So that since we own the property, we have to show it some form or fashion as a 

preliminary plat or as a lot on a preliminary plat.  And so that's the reason why we're showing it for really 

no other -- other reason than that idea. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So the intent is is the common area would be left pretty much intact as is? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  That's right.  That's right.  And if I can set back just a little bit, let's talk just a 

little bit -- and I don't know if I want to cloud this even more.  But, Mr. Smith, if you don't mind, if you'd roll 

back to my presentation here real quick -- if you don't mind? 

 MR. SMITH:  Sure. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  I'm going to go back to the original -- the original final plat in 1982.  The 

thought there was -- the reason for that was is the neighbors wanted a buffer, and the idea was the 

Burnams would grant 100-foot buffer strip.  But the concern with that is is if we grant them a buffer strip, 

it's already platted.  They didn't want to give the neighbors a buffer strip only to have the neighbors the 

right to turn around and plat -- take the already previously platted lots and build homes on them.  That 

wasn't the intent of it.  So the intent was is if we give it to you, you can't use it as such, but now that we're 

buying them back, buying one of the tracts back, the purpose was the buffer between the property owner 

and any sub–- 

 MS. LOE:  Subsequent. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Subsequent. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes -- property owner and the Burnams.  So it was there to -- to be a buffer 

long term.  However, when the Burnams purchased that property back, the idea there is that the buffer is 

no longer needed because what are you buffering?  You own both sides of the property, and so that's the 

reason for that.  And so that's kind of the reason why it -- why was there a buffer?  Why would it ever 

come up with buffer was because the idea was if it's truly going to be a buffer, it needs to be that while 

you own your property over there, but we don't want you to build homes and we don't give you platted lots 

in which you can turn around and build off of our street, and so that was the concern.  If it -- if it gets 

transferred at no cost, there was substantial cost there, and we didn't want -- or the owners did not want 
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that to transpire that way.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And I assume you don't want to speak on the -- or do not know the 

information about the warranty deed for the speaker for you and to -- her situation? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  I'm -- I'm pretty sure Mr. Burnam -- Ryan can speak on that behalf.  I don't 

have understanding on that. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I understand.  I understand.  Any speakers for Mr. Crockett?  Any    

questions -- I'm sorry.  Thank you. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Right. 

 MR. BURNAM:  I would be happy to answer. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  If you would just state your name and address again, sir. 

 MR. BURNAM:  Sure.  Ryan Burnam, 215 North Stadium Boulevard, Columbia, Missouri.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I just want to know if there was any comment regarding the warranty deed 

that the previous landowner had spoken about, and not being able to get that, if there is anything that you 

want to –-  

 MR. BURNAM:  Sure. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Not that you have to.  I'm just asking. 

 MR. BURNAM:  No.  That's fine.  We're actually hoping to turn around something early next 

week.  I spoke with Tom Harrison this afternoon in fact.  He has a copy of Mr. Rouse's warranty deed.  

He's going to -- Dan Rogers did the original work.  Tom is now going to copy that for Annette, so my 

intention is that early next week we'll get that to her and she can record it and she'll have her buffer zone 

in place at that time. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So in that case, when you come back, then that little top hat will be gone 

since it'll be her buffer? 

 MR. BURNAM:  Effectively, that's correct.  So then you just have a long, skinny piece.  You 

wouldn't have the top hat in there.  That's correct. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any additional questions?  I see none.  Thanks for 

clarifying that for us. 

 MR. BURNAM:  Sure. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Hopefully, she feels a little more comfortable about that.  We'll go ahead and 

close that one.  And, Commissioners, comments, questions? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I had one question.  If we're approving this with the top hat, the term of the day, 

but then it's going to go away –-  

 MS. RUSHING:  Aren't they going to have to come back?   

 MS. RUSSELL:  Yeah.  Won't they have to come back? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  As a final –- 

 MR. ZENNER:  That's what we're actually having a discussion over here, as well.   

 MR. SMITH:  Yeah.  That would be the -- the best case there is if it's the intent is to -- to deed that 
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property away is to then to remove it potentially from the preliminary, yeah.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  I believe the solution to this would be approve the preliminary plat since we 

own the property.  I believe -- now correct me if I'm wrong, Mr. Moehlman.  If the transfer actually 

transpires and takes place, we could amend the preliminary plat before it goes to Council, just simply 

show that going straight across.  Would that be sufficient? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be -- that would be far easier to do, I think, as well.  And in the interim, 

if I may.  The Commission has generally in any planning action or any action that you take, you have four 

general options:  table, approve, approve with conditions, or deny.  If there is concern that this property 

could be cleared, the common lot that's the top-hat lot, you could make a recommendation of approval 

subject to the top-hat lot being undeveloped, remaining as undeveloped common space unless the 

property is transferred, at which time a revised plat would be submitted prior to forwarding to Council.  

And if Mr. Harrison with the VanMatre Law Firm is working on that, our turnaround time is at least one 

Council cycle which would allow us to be able to have an updated plat in house before submitting a report 

to Council.  We would much rather prefer, because of revisions being made after the Council reports are 

introduced, along with the platting, that we not introduce a revised plat at Council.  So this is either going 

to be delayed until the issue of the transaction has been completed or the condition would exist that it's 

going to remain an undeveloped natural parcel which at that point then the concern of the trees being 

cleared on this -- the top-hat portion is eliminated or at least reduced, and that would be within your 

purview.  It's a condition that I believe would potentially solve the unforeseen delay at least in getting the 

deed transaction completed.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  To address that, Pat, a little bit, if -- if the transaction does indeed take place in 

the near future -- in the near term, what you're saying, we may have a delay going to Council by one 

cycle.  I think we're okay with that.  I mean, it's a short delay.  I mean, we tabled this a month because of 

this issue.  We want to clarify it a little bit, have a little more information before we came to this 

Commission.  So I would -- I think it would make it cleaner if we had a more accurate preliminary plat that 

goes to Council.  I mean, I think we're okay with that if -- if the Commission would be so inclined. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  This is real murky, sticky, and I'm looking for a win-win, and the win-win to me   

is -- I'm throwing this out to my colleagues, make a condition that the warranty deeds are clear before we 

approve with warrant deeds taken care of before it goes to Council if that's possible.  I don't want to just -- 

I don't want to approve it as is because I don't think that there's any ground for the citizens –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I think your options would be a condition that this top-hat lot would remain as 

is intact with our approval and then they would have time to do their transaction, or we would table it. 

 MS. BURNS:  And I think Mr. Crockett was agreeable to that, that we would table it.  To me, that's 

cleaner than.  We come back with something. 

 (Multiple people talking simultaneously.) 

 MS. BURNS:  Delay.  Delay, I guess, is –- 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  Ms. Burns, I was -- I was proposing to approve -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Crockett -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  -- it before this Commission tonight. 

 MS. BURNS:  Yes.  Yeah.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  And then we would -- and then we would revise -- if the -- if the transaction 

took place, we would revise the preliminary plat before it got to Council, so they acted on something that 

was more accurate – 

 MS. BURNS:  Okay. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  -- you know, pertaining to how the -- how the actual plat would work out. 

 MS. BURNS:  We would approve something potentially that was inaccurate? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  No.  Because you're -- what you're approving tonight is -- is accurate.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  They own it currently. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  We own that property. 

 MS. BURNS:  Okay. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  So what you're approving tonight is -- is entirely accurate.  Between P and Z 

and Council, a small piece of property gets transferred to the neighbor, then it would be our responsibility 

to revise that preliminary plat accordingly so that Council acted on the corrected version. 

 MS. BURNS:  Thank you. 

 MS. LOE:  If I can summarize what Mr. Zenner proposed as a motion, with the condition that the 

top hat would remain undeveloped, or the top hat be transferred and the plan amended prior to be going 

to Council, that would be our motion to approve.  Yeah.  Either remain undeveloped or transferred and 

plan amended prior to going to Council. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Annette, could you come back before the dais, please.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Sorry.  But can we get your name and address again, also? 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Annette Kolling-Buckley, 2738 Northland Drive. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Sorry to bother you, ma'am.   

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  I just don't want my trees all cut down. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Have you followed -- have you followed what's gone on here? 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  According to what Mr. Crockett and Mr. Burnam said, they're going to 

take care of you. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Okay. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Are you comfortable with how this is going? 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  If what you proposed is what you do, because, I mean, I've been told 

a lot of things and they haven't happened.  So I just -- whatever transaction –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  Well, I would tell you this that we have a recommendation that we make to 
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Council.  It's Council's final decision. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Right. 

 MR. MACMANN:  You appreciate that? 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  But I like what you said. 

 MR. MACMANN:  And in the interim –- 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  That way, we can work it out. 

 MR. MACMANN:  -- the Burnams still do own the property. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Right. 

 MR. MACMANN:  They have made a public -- thank you -- commitment here to not do anything 

with that property. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  So then we can get it all taken care of. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  I -- I think -- 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  I think that's a good -- good proposal. 

 MR. MACMANN:  You're comfortable with how this is going?  You are a neighboring property 

owner and we would hope to address some of your issues. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Okay.  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  And we're trying very hard to do that. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Right.  I understand.  This is a civil matter that you've just gotten 

thrown at you, so –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  All right.  Thank you, ma'am, very much. 

 MS. KOLLING-BUCKLEY:  Okay. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional questions?  None.  Do we have a motion?  Yes, Mr. Smith? 

 MR. SMITH:  I would just recommend, as much as I like, the top-hat lot, we may -- we may refer 

to Lot C-2 if that's –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  C-2 is the proper name.  So top hat goes to C-2. 

 MR. SMITH:  That's the whole 20 feet on both sides, so –- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  (Inaudible.) 

 MR. ZENNER:  No.  No.  To have it undeveloped, it's to remain –- 

 MR. SMITH:  Yeah.  C-2 would be undeveloped unless the portion -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Unless the -- 

 MR. SMITH:  -- that you've agreed to deed is then transferred and revised. 

 (Multiple people talking simultaneously.) 

 MR. SMITH:  The north 100 feet of Lot C-2. 

 MS. LOE:  It's the top -- 

 THE COURT REPORTER:  This is not being placed on the record. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I understand. 

 MR. SMITH:  I would recommend referring to the north 100 feet of Lot C-2. 
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 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Smith.   

 MR. SMITH:  You're welcome. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Commissioners, would -- is there any other additional questions or 

comments?  Would someone like to frame a motion? 

 MS. LOE:  I'll make a motion.  To --  

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Sorry.  We've got a quick question. 

 MR. STANTON:  I like the latter -- the latter recommendation. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Stanton. 

 MR. STANTON:  I didn't know which way you was going with it, so I'll make a quick -- 

 MS. LOE:  You can -- you can comment on it if I get it wrong.  But in Case 16-137, a request by -- 

so I move to approve the request by Crockett Engineering Consultants on behalf of Manor Homes, LLC, 

for approval of the eight-lot preliminary plat, Kitty Hawk Manor Plat No. 6, with the condition that C-2 

remain undeveloped or until -- or until the north 100 feet are transferred and the plan amended prior to 

going to Council.   

 MS. BURNS:  Can I amend that to say undisturbed?  Would that be appropriate because –- 

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be probably more consistent with your intentions.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  If I may.  I apologize.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Say your –- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Tim Crockett, Crockett Engineering.  If we can talk about -- we've got to 

separate the -- 

 MS. LOE:  Yeah. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  -- north 100 feet from the rest of the common lot because we have sidewalks 

and everything else in that area.  We're -- the sidewalks is -- the sidewalks are one foot off of the edge of 

that -- off of that common lot. 

 MS. LOE:  I agree. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  So the 20-foot strip has never been intended to be completely undisturbed.  

While we -- while we're proposed minimal disturbance -- very minimal disturbance, we still have utilities 

and sidewalks and those things in that area, so we've got to make sure that we don't limit ourselves so we 

can't do those -- those activities.  So if we can refer to no disturbance or transfer of the north 100 feet of 

Lot C-2, I think that would be acceptable. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So are you comfortable with your motion or do you want to re-- 

 MS. LOE:  Let's -- let's try this again.  Move to approve in the Case 16-137, approval of 

preliminary plat for Kitty Hawk Manor Plat No. 6 -- so we're moving to approve with the top -- the north 

100 feet of C-2 to remain undisturbed until such case that it may be transferred and the plan amended 

prior to going to Council.   

 MR. ZENNER:  That'll work.  

 MS. LOE:  That will work? 
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 MR. ZENNER:  I understand that. 

 MS. LOE:  Okay. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Stanton -- Ms. Loe made the motion, Mr. Stanton seconds.  The motion 

has been put on the table -- has been put forth to us.  Are there any questions or comments on that 

motion?  I see none.  May we have a roll call, please? 

 MS. LOE:  Yes.  Case 16-137.   

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Toohey,  

Ms. Burns, Ms. Loe, Mr. Harder, Mr. MacMann, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Rushing,  

Ms. Russell.  Motion carries 9-0 

 MS. LOE:  We have nine votes for.  The motion passes.  Recommendation for approval with the 

conditions will be forwarded to City Council. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. Zenner? 

 MR. ZENNER:  I think we have only one interpreter this evening.  Five-minute recess, please, if 

we can do that? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional?  We'll take a quick five-minute recess and then we'll get on 

the next subdivision Case 16-146.  Five minutes, please. 

 (Off the record.) 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'll call the August 18 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting back to 

order.  We left off -- we have a second subdivision case. 

Case 16-146 

 A request by Basinger Surveying (agent) on behalf of Peggy Hendren (owner) for a two-lot 

final plat to be known as "Hendren Hills Subdivision".  The approximate 1.99-acre property is 

located on the north side of Proctor Road, approximately 580 feet east of Creasy Springs Road. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  May we have a staff report, please? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the final minor plat for "Hendren Hills Subdivision". 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I've got a couple of questions.  You just referenced the storm drain on the 

sidewalk. 

 MR. PALMER:  Yeah. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  They're asking for relief from the sidewalk or relief from the storm? 

 MR. PALMER:  They have submitted sidewalk plans -- sidewalk construction plans and also a 

turnaround for the building to the north.  It's not within -- they don't have fire access within 150 feet, so 

they were required a paved turnaround and the sidewalks.  And they've submitted both construction plans 

for that, but the storm-water requirements required a full storm-water plan and also some sort of storm-

water mitigation measures, whether it be a BMP or retention basin or whatever.  But that's what they're 

seeking relief from is the –- 
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 MR. STRODTMAN:  And then my last question is, it looks like -- it looks like we have two different 

maps on the subject site.  And the one that's on the big -- yes. 

 MR. PALMER:  That one? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Is this the correct map that shows that the house is completely inside the 

subject line, because the other one looks like the house is –- 

 MR. PALMER:  That's a good question actually. 

 MS. RUSHING:  They have -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Rushing? 

 MS. RUSHING:  They have -- they had flags up when I was out there.  And it looked like the flags 

were showing the property line right at the edge of that driveway -- the far edge of the driveway. 

 MR. PALMER:  Yeah.  The aerial -- and if I –- 

 MS. RUSHING:  So it's kind of between the two aerials. 

 MR. PALMER:  Yeah.  If you look at the assessor's website, it looks like the house is built across 

the lot line, but the -- the plan I have on the -- on the screen now is -- is accurate, so –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The house falls completely with inside, no -- no on the -- 

 MR. PALMER:  And I think it's a ten-foot setback on the side yard; is that right -- or no setback on 

the side yard?  I don’t want to be -- 

 MR. ZENNER:  The minimum is six-foot side yard setback, so –- 

 MR. PALMER:  So it's within that at least, I believe.  Yeah. 

 MR. ZENNER:  And the aerial photography, the assessor's record aerial photography, and the 

parcel boundaries, there is a known measurement or error tolerance to those property lines.  So part of 

when we do our mapping, when you identify our maps, our maps are based off of the assessor's records 

which may or may not be actual property line locations.  But the plats that we provide you show 

structurally the actual location in relationship to those property lines.  So the front setback -- as Mr. 

Palmer indicated, the front setback that will be established for this platting action nonconforms the 

structure which currently today when it was built didn't have to comply with the front setback standard 

because it was built likely in the county at that point, or a much lesser standard that didn't exist when the 

road has been improved over time.   

 MR. PALMER:  And again they're -- they're dedicating right-of-way there, too, so that's moving -- 

moving that 25-foot setback even farther back, so –- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Any additional questions for staff?  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Parker [sic], I have a question.  The main lot where the barn is –- 

 MR. PALMER:  Uh-huh. 

 MR. MACMANN:  -- where they're going to put the bees and bring in all the -- could they build a 

house on that later? 

 MR. PALMER:  Yes.  I don't see why not. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  Here's where I'm going.  Right now, we're giving them -- proposing to 
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give them a waiver on the storm-water issue.  Will the storm-water -- would the storm-water issue be 

revisited if they built a home on that lot? 

 MR. PALMER:  I believe so.  It's over an acre on its own, so if  -- 

 MR. MACMANN:  If they were -- that would be a redevelopment then? 

 MR. PALMER:  If -- help me.  If it' s --  

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Zenner? 

 MR. PALMER:  If they tear it down and rebuild, is that redevelopment, or if they disturb –- 

 MR. ZENNER:  I believe they're -- and I'd have to go back into-- 

 MR. MACMANN:  Well, the accessory unit doesn't count as a dwelling? 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- storm-water regulations.  No.  It's not a dwelling, and I'd have to go back into 

our storm-water regulations.  I am -- I do not know specifically if a single-family residential structure is 

exempt.  I believe anything that is greater -- anything that is greater than an acre is required to comply 

with storm-water -- 

 MR. MACMANN:  My concern is going --  

 MR. ZENNER:   -- standards. 

 MR. MACMANN:  -- we give them a waiver right now and do we give a house a waiver later on?   

 MR. ZENNER:  I --  

 MR. MACMANN:  That's my concern. 

 MR. ZENNER:  I do not know, but that is not within the purview of the Planning Commission.  The 

storm-water variance is a utilities department related waiver and variance request.  We point it out as a 

point of –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  Information. 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- information within this report, but to Mr. Strodtman's concern, all of the 

construction plans that are required as part of this final plat have been submitted.  So the ability to be able 

to do anything with the property if you needed to get a permit on it would still require having to address 

the storm-water matter.  So if the storm-water variance is denied because of the concern that you're 

raising, a BMP -- some type of BMP or some other management facility would have to be installed on the 

property which would likely then, at some other point, if there was a home coming in and required it to be 

expanded, it would be.  That would be the logical extension.  If it is not -- if it is waived and then the home 

comes in and creates an impervious threshold that requires storm-water compliance, I would imagine the 

home will trigger that.  The building permit for the home will. 

 MR. MACMANN:  All right.  That's -- I just -- I wanted to see where we were going.  Thank you 

very much. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional questions of staff?  I see none.  As is a normal practice, if 

there is anyone in the audience that would like to come forward and even though this is a subdivision and 

not a public hearing, give us your name and address and any relevant information for us, that would be 

appreciative. 
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 MR. BASINGER:  Gene Basinger, professional land surveyor.  I prepared this plat.  Office at    

914 North College, Columbia.  Pretty much, that plat stands on its own, but the reason for this plat is the 

lady who owns the property wants to divide off a small house and sell it because she's been using it for a 

rental property and she wants out of the rental business.  And so she wants to buy it off and get rid of it, 

and she has no plans at this point in time for the rest of the property.  She lives over in Parkade North and 

this property belonged to her and her husband, and her husband passed away a year ago.  And so      

she's -- just wants to keep the property and as far as the rest of it is intact.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any questions for Mr. Basinger?  I see none.  Thank you, sir. 

 MR. BASINGER:  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Anyone else?  I see none.  Commissioners, questions, comments?  Any 

additional dialogue, a motion?  Not all at once.  Any comments, questions?  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  In relation to Case 16-146, I move to approve the final minor plat for Hendren 

Hills Subdivision. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Russell, thank you.  Ms. Russell, thank you.  Ms. Loe, may we have a 

roll call, please. 

 MS. LOE:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  Case 16-146. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Toohey,  

Ms. Burns. Ms. Loe, Mr. Harder, Mr. MacMann, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Rushing,  

Ms. Russell.  Motion carries 9-0. 

 MS. LOE:  We have nine votes for.  The motion passes.  Recommendation for approval will be 

forwarded to City Council. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Ms. Secretary.  Appreciate that.  A real quick note before we 

move into the public hearing.  We have one public hearing.  I would just like to remind the Commissioners 

that we need to make sure that in order for our court dictator to get all notes, we cannot overspeak to 

another person, so if we have someone speaking, we can't speak at the same time.  So if all the 

Commissioners can please help remember that and let the other parties finish speaking and then make 

your comments so that we can have it properly recorded.  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  We should be -- we should be recognized by the chair before we speak. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  That would be great, yes.  Thank you, Mr. Stanton.  Mr. Stanton, that is your 

phone.  With that, we’ll go to public hearings.   

V) PUBLIC HEARINGS AND SUBDIVISIONS 

 Case Nos. 16-140 and 16-141 

 A request by Simon Oswald Architecture (agent) on behalf of True Properties, LLC (owner) 

to rezone 0.37 acres from R-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to O-P (Planned Office District), 

approve an O-P Development Plan to be known as "True Properties O-P Plan" and to approve a 

final plat to be known as "Mikels Subdivision Plat 2".  The subject site is located at the southwest 
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corner of Madison Street and Orange Street and is currently improved as a surface parking lot to 

support the existing True Media building located to the north and fronting on Business Loop 70.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  May we have a staff report, please? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends in Case No. 16-140 approval of the final minor plat for Mikels Subdivision Plat 2".   

In Case 16-141: 

1) Approval of the rezoning from R-2 to O-P and associated Statement of Intent; and  

2) Approval of the O-P development plan and associated design parameters. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Palmer.  Do we have any questions for staff?   

 MR. PALMER:  Do you want to go –- 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yeah.  We'll go ahead, and I think we'll continue the presentation into the plat just 

so you have all of that and then comments to come in on both pieces of the puzzle.   

 Continued staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development 

Department. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Palmer, for both of those.  Any questions for staff?  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  Mr. Palmer, was there any public notification for these? 

 MR. PALMER:  Yes. 

 MS. LOE:  I didn't see -- it's usually included in the report if there were any comments from the 

public. 

 MR. PALMER:  I did not receive any -- any comments from the public. 

 MS. LOE:  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional questions?  I see none.  As this is a public hearing, I'll go 

ahead and open it to the public, and please come forward, give us name and address. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, my name is Tim Crockett, 

Crockett Engineering, 2608 North Stadium.  With me tonight is Mr. Jack Miller with True Properties.  He is 

the applicant for this project, along with Brad Stegeman with Simon Oswald Architecture.  He's the project 

architect for this -- for this proposal.  As staff has indicated, I'll go through a quick overview, currently 

zoned R-2.  We're proposing a zoning of O-P.  Current tract size is 0.34 acres.  Now, we are proposing 

one building and it's a little bit over 4,000 square feet in size.  The existing parking lot -- excuse me.  The 

existing property contains one single parking lot of substantial size covering the majority of the entire 

property.  The redevelopment of this property will reduce the total impervious area significantly and 

furthermore reduce runoff.  Again, you've seen the BOP plan.  I won't go into detail about that plan.  The 

purpose is to promote positive growth in this area, as well as to develop a site in conjunction with the 

neighboring property owner with regard to expansion of the parent parcel.  I think it's also important to 

note that no residential structures are going to be removed for the development of this piece of property.  

I think that that's some concerns when you get into -- into existing neighborhoods, existing areas of town, 
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that tearing down structures to redevelop for a different purpose, it changes things.  But we have a -- a 

single-use parking lot that covers the majority of the property, and I think it's a little bit different.  Again, 

the overview, you can see the parent property to the north.  You can see the high-intense commercial 

uses to the north, the residential uses to the south.  We believe that this is a nice transitional use, if you 

will, of a nice low-key office building kind of set into a neighborhood setting.  Neighborhood support, the 

applicant met with neighbors.  And, Ms. Loe, you asked if -- if there had been neighborhood comment.  I 

think probably Mr. Palmer probably didn't get too much neighborhood comment because Mr. Miller went 

out and talked to most of the residents or talked to a lot of the property owners and residents.  He met 

with businesses, property owners, residents, and -- and the neighborhood association.  Now, this property 

is not located in the Ridgeway Neighborhood Association, but it's probably within a block or so.  So while 

we're not located in it, Mr. Miller did go out and seek their comment and to see if they could get -- gain 

their support and their approval, and I believe we do have support from some local property owners, 

some local businesses, as well as that neighborhood association.  We think that's very important.  Mr. 

Miller is in the area already with an existing business.  This is not something that he wants to come down 

here and just add something new.  It's something he's already there.  He likes the area and he wants to 

expand in that area with a very low-key office use.  So with that, we come to you with support from the 

neighbors.  We come to you with support from the City staff, and we respectfully request a favorable 

consideration.  I'll be happy to answer any questions that you guys may have. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any questions for this speaker?  Ms. Rushing? 

 MS. RUSHING:  I was curious.  I wasn't able to see what the dimensions of the building are.  

Could you tell me what those are? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Ms. Rushing -- Brad, do you remember what those were?  I -- they changed 

so many times and I apologize.  It's -- the right-of-way kind of caught us a little bit, but we will -- we will get 

that for you, though.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  We can -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.   

 MR. STEGEMAN:  Ninety by fifty. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.  Roughly, 90 by 50. 

 MS. RUSHING:  Excuse me.  Ninety by –- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Ninety feet by fifty feet, minus a little bit.  That little knockout is probably a little 

less than 50 feet wide. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional questions?  I have a quick one.  Is the intended use to be 

similar to the True Media to the north? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Correct.  Right now, the intent is to have a -- an office use department from 

the True Media building to occupy at leastwise a portion of this building.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Got you. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  And that's the intent at this time. 
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 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Any additional?  Thank you, Mr. Crockett. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  If anybody else would like to come forward, we'll be glad to take you.   

 MS. KELLY:  My name is Pat Kelly; I live at 1007 Grant Avenue, and I'm an officer in the 

Ridgeway Neighborhood Association.  I'm here on behalf of the neighborhood -- neighborhood.  And we -- 

Mr. Miller reached out to us in May and met with us and, you know, we said that we would be interested 

in supporting something that was planned and also had the exclusion for payday lenders which he agreed 

was something that he would support also.  We met again several weeks ago for a tour of the site and 

then we -- our neighborhood association boundary is actually on Jefferson Avenue.  This is on Madison 

Avenue.  We have been working on expanding our neighborhood association in that direction, so we 

handed out flyers for that entire area and we had some new people from that area come to our meeting 

on August 9th.  There was one neighbor who was concerned he wouldn't be living next to a parking lot 

anymore, but he was reassured that there would be -- still be parking.  And, basically, it's going to have      

a -- we think it will have a positive impact on the neighborhood because the area that they -- they have 

has already been well taken care of, and so we voted unanimously to support this. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Good.  Thank you.  Any questions?  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Ms. Kelly, I was present in May when Mr. Miller was there.  I was there.  Just a 

couple quick questions and you guys worked with True Media to get these done.  You are good with 

moving the parking places across to the north as needed? 

 MS. KELLY:  Oh. 

 MR. MACMANN:  He's got -- he's showing the parking, but it's his own property, but you're good? 

 MS. KELLY:  Oh.  Yeah.  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  And the lighting is fine with you all -- 20 feet?  That's good? 

 MS. KELLY:  Twenty feet?  I –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  The poles.  He's proposing three poles on his property. 

 MS. KELLY:  Okay.  I understand there's a lighting ordinance anyway that kind of means that you 

direct the light down. 

 MR. MACMANN:  It does, yeah. 

 MS. KELLY:  So I -- I -- yeah.  Nobody seemed concerned about lighting who came to the 

meeting and I'm assuming that he would be -- not be broadcasting lighting all over the neighborhood.  As 

a matter of fact, people have been asking for more light in that neighborhood, so I don't think –- 

 MR. MACMANN:  All right.  That's -- I just wanted to clarify just a couple of points for your all's 

benefit.  Thank you very much. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Ms. Kelly.  Any additional speakers?  Yes, sir.  Come on up. 

 MR. WILLIAMS:  My name is Eric Williams; I'm a property owner at 1001 Madison Street, and I 

also own subject property at 1105 Jefferson, which is within the 185 feet parameter of this new build.  I 

was never informed of this until I got a letter from the City that my property was located within the 200 
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feet.  Mr. Miller had never contacted me or made any contact with me from the Ridgeway Neighborhood 

Association, and I live on Madison Street.  I object to this property being built and being redeveloped from 

the residential to the commercial due to the fact that the owner has significant property to the south of his 

building lot that is already zoned for commercial that he can take that parking lot and put the new 

structure on.  There is no relevance to taking a residential lot and making it for commercial use when you 

already have the necessary space upon the property that you already own that's zoned for commercial.  

What is the difference from building the new building on the existing commercial property and people 

parking on the existing parking lot that's there?  Now you want to build a new building on a residential lot, 

rezone it for commercial.  Then you're going to start moving people from the commercial property onto the 

residential lot that you want to rezone.  You can keep it the way it is right now as a lot and build the new 

building on the existing commercial lot that's there.  There is no reason why it can't be moved and the 

property being disturbed.  I see it as the owner trying to redo residential property and trying to increase 

the property value through Planning and Zoning at the cost to the local residents on that street.  And 

currently there is a ten-foot right-of-way to the west on Madison Street.  Madison Street has a 50-foot 

right-of-way.  If you would look on their planning, they do have a sidewalk for their new building, but 

they've clearly done extensive work to the existing True Media building.  When they done the existing 

work to True Media, they never incorporated the sidewalk in that development.  Madison Street has no 

sidewalk on there and the City has been neglecting the infrastructure on that block.  I don't want to walk in 

the road up and down the street.  Better to put a sidewalk on this lot, but why didn't they put a sidewalk on 

the commercial lot that they've extensive work to?  And the building department approved the permit.  It 

should have been caught then.  It's a failure on the City's part.  I propose that this new building be built on 

the existing commercial lot and this lot stays the same as it is as a parking lot.  And what parking spaces 

that was -- that will be taken for this new building shall be used on this existing lot. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  I see none.  Thank you for 

coming, sir. 

 MR. WILLIAMS:  Thank you. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any additional speakers?  I see none.  We'll go ahead and close this public 

hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Commissioners, questions?  Any comments, thoughts?  A very vocal group 

tonight.  You know, I'll start off and say that, you know, I do -- you know, I wasn't privy to the True Media 

property to the north.  It was not during my time, so I don't know all the details and the circumstances as 

to really why there wasn't a sidewalk built on that time or not to -- to address this -- the last speaker's 

comments.  I'm not aware.  I don't know the -- the circumstances to that, but we are dealing with it on this 

particular lot, the way it should be done with the sidewalks.  You know, I think that, you know, to me, 

having a building there is a more beneficial use than a parking lot, and I think it will help the value of the 

area increase.  A building is perceived to be a higher value most times than a parking lot, so I think that 
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will continue to help this area.  And as the homeowners association that doesn't include this area, but is 

close by, you know, alluded to, the -- the majority of the neighbors have no issues and the -- you know, 

even the comment about having increased lighting, not that the 20-foot poles will do that, but it is kind of 

going in the right direction of some of the neighbors.  I do plan on supporting this if there was a motion 

made.  Yes, ma'am.  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  I'm sympathetic to the last speaker.  And, sir, I didn't know if there was anything 

that would make this acceptable to you with the True Media building.  I know that the building that they 

maintain on the Business Loop is very well maintained, and I think this plan is very well thought out, but I 

understand your concerns.  Is there a way that this would be acceptable to you or considerations that we 

could hear? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Wait.  Just -- we did go ahead and close the public hearing, so I apologize. 

 MS. BURNS:  Well, I -- okay.  Well, I should have asked.  Sorry.  Yeah.  I understand your 

concerns. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Mr. MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  If I may.  I am going to vote in favor of this also, and I -- I will say while I do 

appreciate the concern of a variety of property owners, the -- when I visited Ridgeway Neighborhood 

Association, they were very supportive, and they have people from outside of their neighborhood 

association as it says it.  They're -- they terminate at Jefferson -- who attended and were positive toward 

this, also.  I mean, the most negative thing was a couple of people were kind of neutral.  In general, the 

neighborhood was overwhelmingly supportive.  And I appreciate that not everyone has that view, but the 

locale -- Mr. Miller did a lot of outreach, so –- 

 MR. WILLIAMS:  The best outreach that I had was from the City of Columbia -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Sorry, sir. 

 MR. WILLIAMS:  -- so they did not outreach -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Your comments are not being taken noted just because it's outside of the 

forum.  Sorry.   

 MR. MACMANN:  That's all I have to say. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  Would any of the Commissioners like to form a motion in this 

matter or two motions in particular? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I will. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Mr. Chairman, if I may.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes, Mr. Zenner. 

 MR. ZENNER:  When you do make that motion, it is with the Statement of Intent that is with 

today's date. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The one that was given to us.  So the Statement of Intent that was left on 

your -- in front of your work station is the correct -- it reflects the 5,000 square feet, so we'll make sure we 
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reference that.  Yes.  Oh, do you have a question? 

 MS. LOE:  Yes, I do.  For Mr. Zenner, clarification.  Are we doing the approval of the final minor 

plat first or the rezoning first? 

 MR. ZENNER:  The rezoning and the development plan, please. 

 MS. LOE:  All right.  Thank you.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I'm going to go ahead and frame a motion. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  We'd love that. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Okay.  In the case of 16-141, Mikels Subdivision, Lots 64 and 65, I move for 

approval of the rezoning from R-2 to O-P and the associated Statement of Intent as presented today, 

August 18, 2016, and approval of the O-P development plan with the associated design parameters. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Russell made a motion; Mr. Stanton has seconded that motion.  Is there 

any questions or clarification on that motion?  I see none.  Ms. Secretary, may we have a roll call, please? 

 MS. LOE:  Yes.  So Case 16-141. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Toohey,  

Ms. Burns, Ms. Loe, Mr. Harder, Mr. MacMann, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Rushing,  

Ms. Russell.  Motion carries 9-0. 

 MS. LOE:  We have nine votes for.  Motion for approval will be forwarded to City Council. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you for that.  Now for the second portion of it, 

which would be the plat portion, do we have a Commissioner that would like to make a motion for that? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Yes, I will.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Russell, please. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  In the case of 16-140, Mikels Subdivision, Lots 64 and 65, a final plat minor, I 

move for approval of the final plat for Mikels Subdivision, Plat 2. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank Ms. Russell.  Ms. Russell made a motion and Mr. Stanton has 

seconded that motion.  Is there any questions or comments on that motion?  Ms. Loe, may we have a roll 

call, please. 

 MS. LOE:  Yes.  In Case 16-141 [sic]. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Toohey,  

Ms. Burns, Ms. Loe, Mr. Harder, Mr. MacMann, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Rushing,  

Ms. Russell.  Motion carries 9-0. 

 MS. LOE:  We have nine votes for.  Motion for approval passes.  It will be forwarded to City 

Council for their consideration. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Ms. Loe.  That's the last official matter that we have for 

business. 



28 

 

VI) COMMENTS OF THE PUBLIC 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Any comments of the public?  Anybody from the public who would like to 

come up and give us your comments?  Thank you. 

VII) COMMENTS OF THE STAFF 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Comments from staff? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes, we do have comments.  Your next meeting will be September 8th.  Again, it 

will be a 7:00 p.m. meeting.  We are back to our regular meeting time for your regular session and then 

we will have our work session at 5:50 as usual.  That is your September 8th agenda.  On the September 

8th agenda, we do have a number of items.  Ballews Subdivision, Plat 2.  This is a final plat.  We have 

three public hearings; a C-P plan approval down at Red Oak, which is just south of Grindstone Parkway.  

We have Mainstreet Health and Wellness Suites.  This is an O-P plan.  It's a rezoning and an O-P plan off 

of Berrywood.  And then we have a revision to the Barcus Ridge PUD property, which is off of Old Plank 

Road, which is a zoning action as well as a major plan amendment.  Your properties for Ballews, as well 

as for Red Oak, the Ballews plat basically is doing a combination, if I recall correctly, in order to allow for 

redevelopment.  The Red Oak plat is to accommodate a development plan solely for an on-site sign, and 

then there is an administrative plat that is accompanying this independently that will combine the 

highlighted parcel with The Crossing Church tract.  In essence, the Red Oak property is zoned C-P today, 

but does not have a development plan on it, and as part of the development of the Red Oak South 

Subdivision, there was an access roadway, if any of you are familiar with this particular area, to The 

Crossing Church.  The Crossing Church is desiring to have a sign on that parcel at the intersection 

internal to the development, not out on Grindstone Parkway, so it is a direction sign -- more of a 

directional sign to be able to direct church attendees into this access point to get to the main campus of 

The Crossing Church.  So that is what the development plan is all about, and the Statement of Intent that 

will go along with it.  And then we have Mainstreet Health and Wellness Suites.  This is what we refer to 

as the Berrywood tract.  This is currently an O-P zoned development parcel with a previously approved 

development plan on it.  The development plan is being revised significantly, therefore, it is a major plan 

amendment and follows our rezoning procedures.  And then the Barcus Ridge Subdivision PUD plan and 

rezoning, as many of you may recall, this is down off of Old Plank, just south of the Barcus Ridge 

Subdivision development north of The Gates, which is what you see to the south of the highlighted parcel.  

As a result of some topographic-related issues in getting the subdivision access road into this PUD 

portion, you'll notice that there is a little bulb out along the northern boundary line.  That northern 

boundary line divides PUD zoned property from R-1.  The roadway to get into the PUD has to go outside 

of the PUD boundary.  We do not allow you to create a private driveway outside of a planned unit 

development.  Therefore, we have to amend the planned unit -- the PUD boundaries in order to 

incorporate the drive in.  That is the significance of this rezoning request.  There is no increase in the 

density or any change in the development, but it has to go back through the formal process of a major 

plan amendment increasing the open space and all the other standards that go along with that.  And 
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those are the items that are on the agenda for the September 8th meeting.  We will have a couple of 

meetings in between them that are dealing with our UDO process.  Your next one will be next 

Wednesday, 6:00 p.m.  We have one on the 31st, 6:00 p.m., and then we will have one on the 7th at 6:00 

p.m. -- 7th of September.  So we are doing a back-to-back set of meetings on the week of your next 

Planning Commission meeting.  We will provide you agendas and the topics to be discussed as those 

agenda dates come closer.  If you have any questions of us, we'll be more than happy to answer them.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  All of the UDO supplementals are at 6:00; correct -- those three? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes.  All three supplementals are at 6:00.  The September -- the September 8th 

work session will be regular, 5:30, and then the next supplement which would be on the 14th would be at 

6:00, as well. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And then we also -- MDT is next Wednesday, the 24th; is that correct?  

We're going to be reviewing the MDT specific? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes.  That is correct.  And that agenda will be distributed -- the agenda will go 

public on Friday of this week, at which point you all will receive the agenda notice as well as the packet of 

issues and comments specific to the MDT that we have not gone over.  So just so you're aware, those 

that were answered as yes in the spreadsheet have not been copied over to the MDT discussion because 

as far as I would hope we are all concerned, those questions have been answered and we have resolved 

them.  The only ones that you will see are those that retain a no response to them or were identified as 

needing to be discussed in greater length in our work sessions that we have had up to this point. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Zenner. 

VIII)  COMMENTS OF THE COMMISSIONERS 

 MR. STRODTMAN: Comments of Commissioners?  Seeing none.  Wow. 

X) ADJOURNMENT                

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Anybody like to form a motion for adjournment?  

 MS. BURNS:  I move to adjourn. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Burns, thank you. 

 MS. LOE:  I'll second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Ms. Loe.  Thank you for that second.  Thumbs up on that?  I assume that is 

good.   

 (Unanimous vote for approval.) 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The meeting is adjourned.  Have a nice evening. 

 (The meeting adjourned at 8:48 p.m.) 

 (Off the record.) 


