
 

 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 

7:00 PM Thursday, December 21, 2017 
 

CALL TO ORDER    (Members present: Loe, Burns, Harder, MacMann, Strodtman, Rushing, Stanton, 
Russell.) 

   (Members absent: Toohey.) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda adjusted to allow Case #18-35 and Case #18-18 to be held in 
consecutive order.) 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  (Minutes from December 7, 2017 approved as submitted.) 
 
 

TABLING REQUESTS 
Case # 18-14 
A request by A Civil Group (agent), on behalf of Paris Road Plaza, LLC 
(owners), to rezone two properties containing a total of 6.3-acres from PD 
(Planned District) to IG (Industrial District). The subject parcels are located on 
the east side of Paris Road, approximately 1,200 feet north of Browns 
Station Road, to the north and south of the Orscheln’s Farm and Home 
addressed as 3300 Paris Road. (Applicant has requested that this item 
be tabled to the January 18, 2018, Planning Commission meeting) 
(Action: Brief discussion. 
Motion to table item to January 18, 2018 meeting approved unanimously.) 
 

SUBDIVISIONS 
Case # 17-64 
A request by Engineering Surveys & Services (agent) on behalf of Paul Alan 
Branham (owner) for approval of a two-lot final plat of R-1 (One-family 
Dwelling District) zoned land, to be known as “Branham-Renfro Subdivision - 
Plat 2” and an associated variance to waive sidewalk construction. The 
1.59-acre subject site is located at the northwest corner of West Boulevard 
and Stadium Boulevard, and addressed as 1028 and 1100 Westwinds Drive. 
(Action: Staff report was presented. The applicant is seeking approval of a final minor plat to create two 
lots on R-1 zoned property that has not been previously platted. The property is currently developed 
with two structures, and the resulting plat would create two legal lots and would allow future 
development on the site. The subject property has right-of-way frontage on three streets - Westwinds 
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Drive, West Boulevard, and Stadium Boulevard; however, access is only permitted (and feasible due to 
site grades) from Westwinds Drive. Additional easements are being granted by the plat for required 
utilities. The applicant is also requesting a variance from the requirement to construct a sidewalk along 
the property’s approximately 200-foot West Boulevard frontage. As a note, the applicant has also 
requested waiver of sidewalks along Stadium Boulevard, and per Section 25-51 of the previous 
subdivision regulations, a request for sidewalk waivers along an expressway such as Stadium Boulevard 
is at the discretion of City Council. 
 
Staff finds that the request meets the majority of the standards for waiving sidewalk installation on the 
subject property along West Boulevard, primarily due to the fact that not much future development is 
expected here; that the majority of properties in this area are already developed without sidewalks; and 
low pedestrian traffic and challenging terrain could constitute significant cost. Alternatively, per PR 48-
06A, if a sidewalk is found to be warranted in this situation, then the sidewalk may be either required to 
be constructed, or a fee-in-lieu of construction may be required to be paid. The proposed final plat has 
been reviewed by staff and aside from the requested variance, it meets all requirements of the previous 
subdivision regulations. 
 
Overall, staff supports approval of the plat and the requested variance. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and offered to answer questions relating to the 
application. He indicated that this was an old subdivision, that two structures had existed here for many 
years, and that there was no plan for additional development on this site. No questions were 
forthcoming. No further public testimony was received. 
 
MacMann asked how two lots could be created along a city street that did not have sufficient street 
frontage. Staff indicated that lot width was sufficient at other places in the parcel, even if the frontage 
to the street seemed to be less than the required width. This request was processed under old zoning 
rules. No further questions. 
Motion to approve supported unanimously on an 8-0 vote.) 
 
Case # 18-35 
A request by Engineering Surveys and Services (agent), on behalf of Last 
Enterprises, LLC (owner), for a revised preliminary plat to known as 
“Centerstate Plat 14”. The subject 7.66-acre parcel is located at the 
southwest corner of the intersection of Vandiver Drive and Mexico Gravel 
Road, between Vandiver and Highway 63. Concurrent requests for rezoning 
(Case # 18-18) and final plat (Case # 18-17) approval are being considered 
with this request. 
(Action: Staff report presented. The applicant is seeking a 3-lot, revised preliminary plat of their property 
between Highway 63 and Vandiver Drive, currently known as Lot 1 of Centerstate Plat 13. This 
preliminary plat would divide Lot 1 into 3 development lots of 2-3 acres each. The property owner 
intends to prepare each lot for sale into individual ownership and for development to suit prospective 
buyers’ needs. A concurrent rezoning (Case # 18-18) would rezone the property to IG (Industrial 
District).  
 
Vandiver Drive and Mexico Gravel Road are improved with all necessary sidewalks adjacent to the 
subject parcel. Vandiver Drive adjacent to the subject site is proposed to be expanded to four lanes in 
the future. Right of way to accommodate this expansion has been previously obtained and the existing 



 

 

sidewalks along the site’s Vandiver frontage are placed in accordance with that expansion. The 
expansion of is not currently shown within the City’s CIP. Vandiver Drive is a major arterial roadway in 
this location and Mexico Gravel is a major collector at the north end of the parcel before entering the 
roundabout. Upon exiting the roundabout, Mexico Gravel changes in designation to a major arterial 
moving east toward Ballenger Lane and on to Route Z. The site does contain a small area of the 
Floodplain Overlay, at the southeast corner of the property, and along its eastern frontage to Vandiver 
Drive – generally contained with proposed Lot 3. Generally, the inclusion of such a feature on a 
development lot is not permitted per Section 29-5.1(b)(2) since this area is considered a “sensitive 
area”. However, Section 29-1.6 of the UDC indicates that in instances when an overlay district conflicts 
with another provision of the code, the standards of the overlay district apply. The overlay district, 
would allow for the inclusion of the floodplain area in a lot intended for development provided the 
development protections of the FPO district are meet. Staff indicated that this issue had been discussed 
with the commissioners earlier and that the latest interpretation of the code indicated that overlay 
language takes precedence over other parts of the code that deal with flood plain development – and 
that the engineer for the project is interpreting the provisions of the code accurately. This allows for the 
creation of a three-lot plat without the floodplain area being segregated in its own lot. Staff has asked 
that the applicant combine access drives between lots 2 and 3, but that is not mandated. Vandiver Road 
is built up out of the flood plain at that point, so the staff believes that such a suggestion makes sense.  
 
The preliminary plat of this property is required by code, as the subdivision of the existing lot is not 
consistent with the originally approved preliminary plat and will require installation of additional public 
infrastructure. This property has shifted and changed over time since it was originally posed as part of 
the original Centerstate project. Both sewer and water main extensions are required to serve the 
proposed lots on the parcel. As such, the proposed preliminary plat is considered a major replat and 
requires Commission approval before the final plat (Case #18- 17) can be presented to Council for 
consideration. The proposed preliminary plat has been reviewed by staff and is found to be compliant 
with all subdivisions regulations. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 
Loe asked staff if because there was an inconsistency in the plan would the commission then not receive 
a sensitive area map from the applicant? Staff indicated that they DID receive a sensitive area map from 
the applicant but that the only thing that could be considered as a sensitive area on this site was the 
floodplain and uses are allowed in that area by the floodplain overlay language. Loe then asked if they 
showed the floodplain, and staff indicated that they did, but that no building area is yet shown since 
that would be submitted at the time of final platting. Will a flood plain permit be required at that time? 
Staff indicated that it would be. 
 
Rushing asked if there will be three points of access? Staff indicated that no formal plan had yet been 
developed, but that staff has recommended just limiting that to two points of access off of Vandiver. 
Strodtman clarified the location of access points. MacMann asked to clarify how stormwater is dealt 
with on the southern tip of the parcel. Staff indicated that water is diverted to the stormwater system 
and that that area is right of way and serves the purposes of stormwater management for the roadway. 
Will the water go there in the future? Yes. 
 
Public comment was opened. 
 



 

 

First speaker indicated that he represented the applicant and explained that two related cases would be 
heard this evening; that the staff report was comprehensive; and that he believed the request to replat 
was in line with the guidelines established by the city. Indicated that the intent of this request was to 
create 3 lots on a parcel that was considered to be a single lot; that this was required by virtue of the 
proposal; and that this request was in line with regulations and was supported by staff. He indicated 
that each of the three lots that would be created could support the construction of a 20,000 to 25,000 
square foot building. We believe that would be marketable and useful. We believe that the staff report 
is comprehensive. The speaker asked that this measure be approved and that he and the engineers 
representing this proposal were available for questions. None were forthcoming at that point. 
 
Next speaker was an engineer who appeared on behalf of the applicant. He indicated that the 
stormwater from this site will drain southerly and easterly, so the water will run toward Vandiver and 
then there is a point of discharge to the east and south. It is a split discharge. In terms of points of 
access, we have not created a final plan, but we believe that the points of access would be minimal; that 
Vandiver Drive itself is already in the floodplain; that a connection from that road to this property would 
not be invasive; and if you look at the map, a driveway would be in the same floodplain area as the 
street and will not change flood flow, elevation or access. There would be very little benefit to restrict 
access points. In terms of driveway separation, the distances are best when three are created and would 
recommend that each new lot be allowed its own point of access. 
 
Low asked about adding a driveway and if that would increase flood flow. The engineer indicated it 
would not. Loe asked if this area is paved currently? The engineer indicated that current road is paved 
and that water that would collect here would be backflow, not moving water so any change at this point 
in terms of paving would have very little effect on that water. It’s a fringe area that would be shallow. If 
we were proposing to pave in a deeper, moving channel, that would be a different scenario.  
 
Strodtman asked if the engineer could show where a third point of access might be located. The 
engineer provided a drawing that showed where a third point of access COULD be located, but indicated 
that that there are not firm plans for that at this time. The drawing indicated that each of the newly 
created lots could have an access about midway on each lot. This could shift. On the drawing, separation 
between the drives is between 300 and 400 feet which is a good distance in terms of access 
management. If you did get a 100-year flood event, it is anticipated that this area would be under no 
more than a foot of water for some period of time, and it would not be rushing water. The water will be 
moving on the OTHER side of Vandiver for sure. Loe mentioned that the staff recommendation showed 
the shared access point being at about flood elevation and that the applicant proposal seems to show 
the driveway access substantially lower than that by a few feet. Engineer indicated that the elevation of 
Vandiver Drive itself would be met and that there would be fill in this area. Loe indicated that the fill 
would be allowed under FEMA but not under the subdivision regulations. There is a difference of 
opinion about this and Loe suggested we may not want to go down that path right now. The engineer 
indicated that this analysis was not performed by him, but rather are the recommendations of the 
federal agency, FEMA. Loe indicated that she understood that but that they did not take into account 
local ordinances when they evaluated how development could occur in a flood plain area. The engineer 
indicated that is true but that the city has adopted the FEMA standards in this code. Loe indicated that 
she is looking at this from the point of view of the local code. The engineer continued that this driveway 
would slope up into the site, and at that point, it IS covered by the floodplain overlay and that that is a 
part of the code, and it will all be subject to those rules. We will not cause as much rise in this area as 
would be allowed under the rules, so the impact will be minimal. 
 



 

 

Loe asked staff if we are approving driveway locations at this time. Staff indicated that they were not. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he lives in this vicinity. He asked if he could speak on both issues tonight 
and the commission indicated that he could. His second question was where the property would drain. A 
commissioner indicated that it would drain primarily to the south and the staff confirmed that the 
property already drains in that direction and that any additional stormwater would have to mitigated in 
some manner. 
 
No further testimony was presented. 
 
Burns indicated that she appreciated the discussion on this proposal and indicated she would look 
forward to this coming back in a more finalized manner. Stanton commented that he appreciated 
Commissioner Loe keeping the group on task in terms of floodplain issues, but that since this was a 
preliminary plat he was prepared to make a motion to approve this request. Seconded by Russell. 
 
MacMann commented that his next comment has “absolutely nothing to do with this project”, but that 
personally, until we get clarity on these issues dealing with floodplains, he intends to vote “NO” on such 
issues. I don’t think I can make an informed choice with all the reinterpretations and conflicts that 
currently exist. Loe indicated that she agreed with Mr. MacMann, that she did not actually have an 
objection to this proposal, but that because they are getting conflicting information she will also vote 
“NO”. Strodtman indicated that the staff had discussed this issue earlier in the evening at a worksession 
meeting and that further discussion will occur on this topic at a worksession on January 18. 
Motion to approve passed 5-3 with Loe, MacMann and Rushing voting “NO”. 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

Case # 18-18 
A request by Engineering Surveys and Services (agent), on behalf of Last 
Enterprises, LLC (owner), seeking approval to rezone 7.66 acres of 
undeveloped land from PD (Planned District) to IG (Industrial District). The 
subject site is located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Vandiver 
Drive and Mexico Gravel Road, between Vandiver and Highway 63. 
Concurrent requests for a revised preliminary (Case #18-35) and revised 
final (Case #18-17) plat accompany this request. 
(Action: Case moved up in agenda order to match up with Item #18-35.) 
Staff presented additional information relating to this request. The applicant is seeking rezoning of their 
property on the east side of Highway 63, from PD (Planned District) to IG (Industrial District). The 
rezoning is to facilitate development of the property into a set of three light industrial lots. The existing 
PD zoning of the property limits allowed uses to general retail businesses which were consistent with 
the overall development theme and pattern of the Centerstate Development. The parcel is not currently 
subject to a PD plan as one was not submitted upon rezoning of the property.  
 
Columbia Imagined designated this parcel as a part of the Open Space/Greenbelt District, which is 
designed to provide for the recreational and aesthetic needs of the residents of Columbia. It is also 
intended to protect sensitive areas such as floodplains and hilly terrain from development and preserve 
prime natural areas. However, despite this designation, the parcel was disturbed during the construction 
of the Vandiver Drive connection to Mexico Gravel Road in 2009 and 2010. In light of this disturbance, 
the value of the subject site as a prime natural area has been diminished and staff finds that the 



 

 

property’s Comprehensive Plan designation may be in error given the transportation changes that have 
occurred. The Vandiver Drive extension also negated any possibility for development east of the 
roadway, due to its proximity to the Hinkson Creek stream bed. Much of the land east of the roadway 
lies within the floodway, and as such is undevelopable. The stream corridor also acts as a natural buffer 
between the subject parcel and undeveloped land to the east of Hinkson Creek. The Hinkson Creek 
floodway provides over a ¼ mile of buffer in some areas, between the subject site and any potential 
development east of the creek. Highway 63 acts as a similar buffer on the west side of the parcel. Given 
these natural limitations, the subject site is isolated from surrounding development. This isolation, 
coupled with the site’s proximity to US Highway 63 and two major arterial roadways appears to justify 
the requested rezoning from PD to IG.  
 
Given the parcel’s size and its proposed division into three separate lots, the ability to develop the full 
spectrum of uses permitted within the IG district will be limited. Furthermore, the most intense uses 
within the IG district (i.e. heavy industrial) are required to be approved by a conditional use application 
which would require additional evaluation by both the Commission and City Council prior to issuance of 
a building permit. The majority of the other uses within the IG district are consistent with the uses 
generally permitted within the PD statement of intent that governs the property today; thereby, 
permitting compatible development with the already improved portions of the Centerstate 
Development across Highway 63. Hinkson Creek buffers anything to the east. The location of the existing 
Highway system provides easy access to Highway 63. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested rezoning. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
First speaker appeared on behalf of the applicant. He indicated that this was the second part of the 
request and that this was to change the zoning designation of this parcel from PD to IG, which is a goal 
of the new zoning code to the extent that it moves away from the old Planned District method of zoning. 
Staff supports this request and we believe that it takes advantage of the best aspects of the new code 
and existing infrastructure. This site is surrounded by major collector roads and a state highway which 
makes it appropriate for an IG designation and businesses that need such road access without running 
traffic through neighborhoods or other undesirable areas. We believe that this addresses the issue of a 
stale parcel and that this request makes this parcel usable and fresh again. We believe that this makes 
administration of this area easier from a staff point of view and we do not believe that it will create 
significant impacts on any neighborhoods or roadways in the vicinity. Also, after this tract is developed 
there will be more trees there then than there are there now. We know that there will continue to be 
discussion about floodplain and other rules in the future – but it should be pointed out that we have 
submitted this request under the rules adopted in the new code and in light of recent interpretations of 
those rules. We would ask you for your support of what we believe to be a real and reasonable request 
and would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
 
The next speaker indicated that she lives in this area on Mexico Gravel Road. She opposes this rezoning. 
She has lived in this area for 21 years and travels this area on a daily basis. She believes that allowing 
industrial zoning on this property is likely to have a negative impact on the property values of 
surrounding residential properties. She estimated that this would be within about a quarter of a mile of 
her home. She believes that this rezoning could lead to more rezoning in this area, and that despite the 
creek acting as a buffer there is more land and she does not want to live in the middle of an industrial 
district. She is concerned about increased traffic. This area has already experienced increased traffic 



 

 

along Mexico Gravel Road. There is new housing further east on Mexico Gravel Road and there is 
another new apartment complex coming in near Menards. People use these corridors to go to work and 
she sometimes has to wait for 20 or 30 cars to go by to be able to pull out onto the road. Additionally, 
she is worried about increased truck and heavy vehicle traffic. She is concerned about negative impacts 
on nature and natural aesthetics. There is a walking trail along Vandiver and she enjoys the open spaces 
along that area. She thinks industrial development will take away the natural feeling of the area. Asks 
for this to be denied. I know that everyone wants to make money, but this impacts everyday moving 
forward. The timing of this case has made it difficult for neighbors to provide input. Signs announcing 
this action just went up last Friday and with this being scheduled over Christmas it has been difficult. I 
did spread the word with neighbors, but it is a difficult time. 
 
Stanton asked to play devil’s advocate. Asked the speaker what she would put there? She indicated that 
originally it was a part of a plan for retail spaces and she would rather see that go in this area. I realize 
there has not been a lot of interest in that area for retail, however, with more residential in the area 
maybe there will be more demand for retail like places to eat. Maybe that would not bring down the 
value of our property like industrial would. Strodtman asked if she understood that retail would cause 
more traffic than this IG zoning would? She understood that, and she will continue to monitor this. 
 
Burns asked when she was first aware of this project. The speaker indicated that she did not know about 
this before the sign went up last Friday. She indicated that she does not get the newspaper and that she 
is busy with Christmas and a job. Staff indicated that they did send notification to all people within 200 
feet, but that there are no people who live that close to this development. She first contacted the city 
on Tuesday. I am supposed to be making caramels tonight, but I am here. 
 
Next speaker indicated that she lives in this area, just west of the roundabout. When we retired here 
this was a quiet residential area, but now, with the roundabout and the subdivisions east of her, it is a 
lot busier and it’s like trying to get onto Stadium Boulevard. During rush hour it is tough. There are lots 
of children in parts of this area and traffic is already a concern. If you make this industrial it will affect all 
of our property values and this could open the door for more industrial zoning. Do not approve this. I 
could live with smaller retail that was originally proposed, but now we have a church, doctor’s offices 
and more apartments. This will isolate us even more. Please oppose this. 
 
Next speaker indicated that he was the president of the Mexico Gravel neighborhood association. He 
indicated that all of his neighbors are opposed to this. This parcel has been vacant since Curtis 
McDonald first tried to make this area go. He believes that leaving this as a planned district would be 
better and could serve some of the new residential in the area. He mentioned that he is a biologist by 
trade and that he is concerned about the environmental impact. Needs to know how the water 
discharge is handled and whether it goes into the creek or into the sewer system. He is concerned if it is 
running right into the creek. This plan has been picked apart, and what was once proposed has changed. 
This is a step backwards. Please oppose this. 
 
Stanton asked what the speaker would rather have in this area. He indicated that he thought some retail 
here would possibly be better like a little bar or restaurant. With the new apartments, maybe this could 
be more retail. If we go IG on this, it is possible that other IG could grow up here. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant. He addressed the traffic issue and indicated that the 
modeling they did shows that hourly peak rates of traffic on this site in an IG designation could be 
between 2 to 15 vehicles. If this were to be retail that traffic volume could go into the hundreds. It 



 

 

should also be noted that this parcel has existed with a potential retail use since the whole Centerstate 
project was proposed, and it has never been used. Plus, two retail restaurants across the road have gone 
out of business during that same period of time. From a stormwater management perspective, we have 
strict regulations and we will follow all of them. Under the new UDC, the original plan has changed, and 
the new rules offer more protections for neighbors than ever before. These are not heavy industrial uses 
being contemplated – they are more warehouse oriented and will require significant landscaping. 
 
Stanton wants to know the intended uses? Engineer indicated that there is no specific tenant in mind, 
but we based our traffic projections on light industrial, warehousing, distribution, etc. This won’t be 
outdoor stores, but could have some truck traffic and some loading docks. This will not be as intensive 
as 3M or Quaker Oats. Strodtman asked about the landscaping. The speaker indicated that there are NO 
trees on this property currently, so with the addition of street trees and landscaping buffers, you will see 
a lot more green here and we will do this on all four sides of the ultimate buildings. It will be better than 
a fescue field that gets mowed occasionally. 
 
No further public comments. 
 
Strodtman indicated that we always want to know what is in a plan, but he believes that most of the 
traffic from this will be routed onto Highway 63, some on Mexico Gravel to the west and that the land to 
the east is agricultural and this is buffered by significant roads. I will support this. I am not worried about 
the stormwater runoff due to our tough rules. I think the landscaping will be an improvement. I am in 
the retail business. I don’t think this will ever be a strong retail area. 
 
Loe asked staff about the CATSO plan and that indicates that that plan shows Vandiver connecting 
through to Clark. That could bring different pressures to that parcel. Staff indicated that such an 
extension does appear on the plan because we always like to plan for more interconnections, but that 
recent discussions about this area indicate that such construction would be a long way off. That is on the 
backburner. Loe asked about IG zoning in the general area. She thought most IG was already on Paris 
Road. Looks like this was planned to be retail. Staff indicated that what appears in gray on the map was 
part of the original Centerstate plan. The darker gray along Paris Road is IG and does have a different 
feel. Strodtman thinks that with Highway 63 running through this it is not Paris Road and has a different 
feel. Staff indicated that the light gray along this area is really a lot of diverse uses and that this part of 
town and the plan has changed over time. Our view is that this is surrounded by roadways and that 
drives this use and does not anticipate that this will start another round of IG. This parcel is a little 
unique. Loe asked about the trail system. Staff indicated that there is a city sidewalk along here on the 
creek side. Future plans are for this road to be expanded to four lanes in the future and the sidewalk 
was planned to accommodate that expansion. 
 
Russell moved to approve this request. Rushing seconded the motion. 
Motion to approve received a vote of 7 to 1 in favor with MacMann voting “NO”. 
 
Strodtman reminded the neighbors that this will be heard again at the council level. Stanton added that 
there is a lot of buffering in the new code and the neighbors should stay active. Staff indicated that right 
now this would come to city council on February 5. 
 
 
Case # 18-5 
A request by A Civil Group (agent) on behalf of Lifestyle Development, Inc 



 

 

(owner) for approval of a major amendment to The Villas at Old Hawthorne 
PD plan, most recently revised 2/15/17, to amend the lot layouts along 
Caymus and Harlan Courts. The subject site is located east and west of Old 
Hawthorne Drive West, approximately one-half mile north of State Highway 
WW. 
(Action: Staff presented a report on this request. The applicant is requesting to amend portions of the 
existing PD plan that are located along two unbuilt cul-de-sacs. Lots along Caymus Court and Harlan 
Court, both located east of Old Hawthorne Drive West, are currently allowed to be improved with either 
single-family detached dwellings or single-family attached structures with 2-4 attached units per lot.  
 
The requested amendment would revise the existing plan (approved by minor amendment on 2/15/17) 
by restricting lots along Caymus and Harlan Courts (which are cul de sacs) to single-family detached 
dwellings only. It would also increase the number of lots along each cul-de-sac; Harlan would increase 
from 12 to 15 lots and Caymus would increase from 15 to 18 (excluding one common lot). The approved 
SOI included limits on the density of the overall development area, as well as on the total number of 
units (317). With the requested revision, the development as a whole will still be within the approved 
range of dwellings allowed. Given that the lots will be limited to single-family homes, as opposed to 
attached dwellings that could be built up to 4 per lot, the impact would generally be a decrease in 
potential density, and would not have a negative impact on the site or neighboring properties.  
 
Staff supports the requested revision. 
 
The public hearing was opened. No comments were presented. 
A motion to approve was made by Loe. Motion carried unanimously, 8 – 0. 
 
 
Case # 18-20 
A request by BFA, Inc (agent) on behalf of Red Oak Marketplace, LLC 
(owner) for approval of a PD (Planned Development) development plan on 
4.42 acres of land located on Lot 2 of Red Oak South, Plat No. 1, to be 
known as “Red Oak Marketplace PD”. The PD plan represents a revision to 
the existing Red Oak South preliminary plat to allow the resubdivision of the 
property into four lots. The subject property is located on the southwest 
corner of Grindstone Parkway and Norfleet Drive. 
(Action: The submitted C-P development plan includes the construction of four buildings on four 
separate lots, and includes approximately 32,000 square feet of leasable commercial space for uses such 
as retail and restaurant, with associated off-street parking. The subject property was zoned C-P in 2010 
by Ordinance #20607, and included a Statement of Intent (SOI) that applied to the entire Red Oak South 
development. This is the last parcel in this general development. A tree preservation lot abuts this 
property. 
 
The SOI included requirements that each property within the development include common design 
elements, such as light fixtures and bike racks. Additional design features were also included that 
require the buildings be constructed primarily of durable materials (e.g., brick or stone) and that roof-
top mechanical equipment be screened and baffled. The proposed development plan represents a 
revision to the preliminary plat of Red Oak South that was approved in 2012 (attached). The subject 
property was identified as Lot 2 on the approved preliminary plat and was subsequently final platted as 
Lot 2 of Red Oak South, Plat No. 1 in 2012 as well.  



 

 

 
Per the SOI requirements, the PD shows the site being developed with vehicular connections between 
each of the proposed lots on the overall site, with the exception to Lot 1, to the west of the site, which is 
designated as a tree preservation area. The three lots that face Grindstone Parkway (Lots 2B, 2C, 2D) will 
have public right of way access by way of an access easement that is granted over Lot 2A to allow a 
consolidated access for these lots at Norfleet Drive. Lot 2A will have 2 additional access points onto 
Grindstone Plaza as well. Pedestrian access to the site is provided internally throughout the 
development and between each lot with sidewalks that connect to the public sidewalk along Norfleet. 
This reduces the need for pedestrians to access the site through the driveway. Landscaping is also 
provided on site that meets UDC requirements, as seen on the attached landscape plan. All uses 
proposed are permitted by the SOI, and the 32,000 square feet of gross floor area contained within the 
buildings do not exceed the maximum amount allowed. Tree preservation and open space were 
previously addressed by the designation of Lot 1 (west of subject site) and Lot 7 (east of the subject site) 
as well as on an offsite tree preservation area south of the Grindstone Parkway. In addition, elevations 
have been provided to verify the SOI requirements for building materials and the screening of rooftop 
mechanical units is compliant. Staff has reviewed the proposed PD development plan and accompanying 
building elevations and finds that they meet the technical requirements of the PD District, associated 
SOI, and the UDC with a few minor technical corrections. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the PD plan which also serves as the revised preliminary plat for Lot 2 of 
Red Oak South. 
 
Public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant. Stated that they meet all of the requirements of the 
original plan and the current UDC and asked for approval. No additional testimony was provided. 
 
Stanton made a motion for approval of the request. MacMann seconded the motion. 
Motion for approval adopted unanimously.) 
 

COMMENTS OF THE PUBLIC 
(None.) 

 
COMMENTS OF THE STAFF 

(Staff indicated that the next meeting would be on January 18 since there was nothing on the agenda 
for January 4, 2018.) 
 

COMMENTS OF THE COMMISSION 
(MacMann indicated that Loe would had volunteered to be a committee to review the conditional use 
changes that would be considered during the coming year as well as affordable housing. MacMann 
indicated that affordable housing would need to be considered soon due to budget cuts. Asked for 
this to be moved up in terms of consideration.) 

 
NEXT MEETING DATE - January 18, 2018 @ 7 pm 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
(Time:  8:33 PM) 
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