
 

 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 
7:00 PM Thursday, December 7, 2017 

 

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

   (Members absent: Toohey) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda approved as submitted.) 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  (Minutes from November 9, 2017 approved as submitted.) 
 
 

SUBDIVISIONS 
Case # 17-199 
A request by Engineering Surveys and Services (agent), on behalf of TKG St. 
Peters Shopping Center, LLC (owner), for approval of a 1-lot minor subdivision 
of their properties on the west side of Providence Road, between Locust Street 
and Elm Street. The parcel is 3.26 acres and currently undeveloped. The 
property is zoned M-DT (Mixed-Use Downtown District). The applicant is also 
seeking a design adjustment regarding the required right-of-way dedication for 
Providence Road. 
(Action: No ex parte communications were reported on this item. Staff presented a report regarding the 
project. The applicant is seeking approval of a 1-lot minor replat of their 3.26-acre property located on 
the west side of Providence Road, immediately south of Locust Street. The replat is necessary in order to 
prepare the parcel for development. The parcel contains a number of lots, parts of lots, and former 
street right-of-way for both Second and Locust Streets (vacated in 1966). Per the UDC, construction of 
any structure is not permitted to cross an existing lot line. Therefore, the parcel must be reconfigured 
into a single lot, and platted to gain legal status. While the right-of-way for Second and Locust Streets 
were vacated in 1966, easement rights were retained over the former rights-of-way. These easements 
are being requested to be vacated under Case #17-200 which will be heard by City Council. The 
applicant is also requesting a design modification for relief from the requirement to dedicate 18-feet of 
additional street right-of-way along the site’s Providence Road frontage. A minimum of 106-feet of right 
of way (53-foot half width) is required by the UDC based on Providence Road’s designation as a “major 
arterial’. The adjacent Providence Road right-of-way is 70-foot wide (35-foot half width). Properties to 
the north and south of the subject parcel are fully developed with a 35-foot half width right-of-way. 
Sidewalks and public infrastructure are in place within the right-of-way. Staff does not believe that 
granting the design adjustment would be detrimental to public safety. This parcel is the sole remaining 
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undeveloped property along the Providence Road corridor in the downtown area. There are no City 
plans or known MoDOT plans for expansion of this segment of Providence Road. Approving the design 
adjustment will not abrogate any provisions of the Comprehensive Plan. While there are no known plans 
for right-of-way expansion in this area, MoDOT has indicated that they will be reconstructing the 
sidewalk along the property’s Providence Road frontage as part of a future ADA improvement project 
and that construction will require a temporary construction easement (TCE) along the site’s Providence 
frontage. Given this future project and easement need, MoDOT recommends that approval of the plat 
be conditioned upon the applicant providing either MoDOT or the City, upon request, any TCEs 
necessary for sidewalk construction along the site’s Providence frontage at no cost. The proposed plat 
has been reviewed by internal and external staff and found to meet all applicable standards of the UDC. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the plat of “University Centre Subdivision,” and the requested design 
adjustment subject to the applicant providing, at no cost to the City or MoDOT upon request, any 
necessary TCEs for future ADA improvements to the sidewalk along the subject property’s Providence 
Road frontage. Such a TCE would need to run for the entire length of the property. The applicant will 
probably ask that such an easement be limited in time. 
 
Burns asked about the pedestrian crossing at Locust where people are crossing Providence to go to 
Lucky’s. Staff indicated that was not specifically addressed in the discussion and that if something would 
be proposed it would be a MoDOT project. Burns thought that there has been increased traffic there 
and that crossings should be better marked. Staff further commented that although some of these 
things are 
 
Public comment was opened. 
 
An engineer on behalf of the project appeared and agreed with the staff report. Agrees to a five-foot 
TCE but wants it to expire at the end of 2018, by which time the improvements should be complete. 
 
No further public comment was forthcoming. Details of the TCE will need to be worked out between 
MoDOT or the City and the property owner. Staff indicated that although the time frame identified is 
correct, if construction delays occur, there may need to be some way to condition when the TCE is asked 
for and then have a specified time frame of 18 months to complete the project. That’s what staff would 
prefer. City Council might not approve that condition. MacMann asked the engineer to return for 
discussion. He indicated that the property owner does not want to agree to an unlimited time frame. He 
suggests having a limit and let MoDOT come back and negotiate that aspect if there is a time overrun. 
 
Rushing asked if the construction easement is not really necessary we should separate that out. MoDOT 
has indicated they DO think this would be necessary. This is MoDOT making this request, not the city. In 
this instance we are viewing MoDOT as an extension of the city and we may have overlapping 
easements. If the city was doing this themselves, we would require the TCE to be shown on the plat.  
 
Stanton indicated that he would feel uneasy about placing a time restriction on MoDOT. He is almost 
inclined not to even vote on this unless they can work this out first. Staff indicated that there is no 
regulatory requirement to make this TCE available and you could leave this to negotiation between the 
property owner and MoDOT. Staff was not sure if the city legal department would approve of a time 
restriction on the condition. We don’t want to delay the process on this plat, but limiting the time is 
half-promising something. This won’t go to council until the second meeting in January. That would give 



 

 

us time to work this out with MoDOT. Pass this with or without the restriction and then we can go from 
there. 
 
MacMann makes a motion for approval as is, without the condition of the TCE. Motion seconded.  
The motion to approve without the TCE condition passed 7 to 1 with Stanton dissenting. 
 
Case # 18-6 
A request by Allstate Consultants (agent) on behalf of Lutheran Senior Services 
(owner) for approval of a two-lot final plat, constituting a replat of Lots 1 & 2 of 
Lenoir Subdivision, to be known as Lenoir Subdivision Plat 2, and a design 
adjustment from 29-5.1(b.2.iii), which requires areas identified as sensitive land 
to not be included on lots intended for development. The 110.3-acre property is 
located at the southeast corner of New Haven Road and Lenoir Street, and is 
addressed as 3300 New Haven Avenue. 
(Action: No ex parte communications were disclosed. Staff presented a report on this proposal. The 
applicant is seeking approval to replat two existing lots in order to reconfigure the areas of the existing 
lots without creating any additional lots. Lot 1 of the existing Lenoir Subdivision, created in 1986, would 
increase in size from 17.85 acres to 30.57 acres and Lot 2 would decrease from 92.4 acres to 79.23 
acres. The purpose of the replat is to potentially facilitate the further development of the east portion of 
Lot 1A. The applicant is also requesting a design adjustment to waive the requirement to place sensitive 
areas within common lots. 
Additional right of way is being provided along New Haven Road (10 feet) and Sugar Grove Road (5 
feet) to accommodate current right of way standards for a minor arterial and a neighborhood collector, 
respectively. 
 
The subject site includes features considered sensitive areas. Clear Creek travels east/west through 
the site, although there are no stream buffers, floodway and flood fringe are also found within the site. 
The majority of the sensitive areas located on the property are within a tree preservation easement. 
There are small portions of Clear Creek not within the tree preservation easement on the far east and 
west sides of the property; these areas are proposed to be placed within a Greenspace Conservation 
Easement. Both easements restrict development within the site, consistent with UDC requirements. 
Both Lots 1A and 2A include building envelopes that do not include the preservation areas. 
The replat will also create split-zoned lots, as Lot 1A and 2A will both include M-OF and R-MF zoned 
property. Rezoning to eliminate this situation may be required in the future upon any further 
development of the property. 
 
The applicant is also requesting a design adjustment from 29-5.1(b.2.iii), which requires areas identified 
as sensitive land to not be included in a developable lot area (i.e. such areas should be within a common 
lot). The sensitive areas in this case includes tree preservation and Clear Creek. While it would be 
physically possible for the applicant to create separate lots for the tree preservation 
and sensitive land areas, placing these areas in common lots in circumstances where the property is 
not a single-family residential development, or includes significantly large lots, may not be necessary to 
achieve the goals of the UDC. Another factor in this situation is that the property is already developed, 
and the replat is only being requested to adjust the areas of the existing lots. Integrating a common lot 
into the middle of the development is more challenging than designing a new subdivision with common 
lots, taking into account the existing sensitive areas. 
 
The usefulness of common lots is most pronounced when the preservation area is within a residential 



 

 

subdivision. Without a common lot, preservation areas may be distributed across multiple lots owned 
by individual residents. In those situations, placing sensitive areas in a common lot that will be 
maintained by an HOA is a more practical solution than merely granting an easement. In this case, 
there are only two lots within the subdivision, and the majority of the sensitive area is located on a 
nearly 80-acre lot. 
 
As an alternative to the placing sensitive areas in common lots, the UDC does permit sensitive areas to 
be placed on buildable lots if other regulations prevent the platting of separate lots. In this case, that 
requirement is not met, but if it were, the provisions that are established in the UDC would allow the 
sensitive areas to be placed in a preservation easement instead of a common lot. And in addition, a 
building envelope must be included on the plat, which would restrict the location of future development 
on the site to ensure that it does not encroach on the sensitive areas. The requested design 
adjustment, if approved, would allow the applicant to adhere to these alternative provisions for 
preserving sensitive areas, instead of requiring the creation of separate lots. 
 
After considering the above information and the submitted information by the applicant, staff supports 
the granting of the design adjustment, While the request does not address a unique feature, it would 
not be detrimental to public safety or injurious to other properties, and is not inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. It is also similar to a previously approved request. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the plat and design adjustment. 
 
No questions from commissioners. Public discussion was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and offered to answer questions. 
 
No further public comment was received. 
Motion to approve as submitted was made by Stanton and seconded by MacMann. 
Motion passed unanimously, 8 – 0. 
 
Case # 18-29 
A request by Allstate Consultants (agent) on behalf of Elvin E. Sapp Revocable 
Trust (owner) for approval of a 5-lot preliminary plat to be known as Bluff Creek 
Estates Plat 9, and a design adjustment to 29-5.1(f.2.ii) to allow more than 30 
lots from a single point of access. The request is a revision to a portion of the 
existing preliminary plat of Bluff Creek Estates Phase 1. The 6.17-acre subject 
site is located on the east side of Bluff Creek Drive, approximately 2,400 feet 
north of Grindstone Parkway. 
(Action: No ex parte communications were disclosed. The applicant is seeking approval of a revised 
preliminary plat for property that was originally included in the Bluff Creek Estates Phase 1 preliminary 
plat that was approved in 1992. The revised preliminary plat reduces the number of proposed R-1 lots 
from 10 lots to 4 and includes one common lot. 
 
Additionally, the revised plan eliminates the previously approved cul-de-sac that would have provided 
access to the original 10 lots. The proposed 5 lots will front on East Pointe Drive, which is an existing 
street, and no additional right of way is required. The common lot on the property will include all of the 
sensitive and tree preservation areas that are required to be preserved on the site per the UDC. 
The applicant has submitted a design adjustment to allow more than 30 lots to be platted when there is 



 

 

only one point of access. It is worth noting that prior to the adoption of the UDC, the maximum number 
of lots permitted with one access point was 100. The revision to a 30-lot maximum is consistent with the 
current International Fire Code that was adopted by the City. 
 
The current single access point for the subject property is at the intersection of Bluff Creek Drive and 
Lacewood Drive. There are currently 107 lots that are either final platted or approved within a Planned 
Development (PD) plan. There are also an additional 7 lots on the preliminary plat and an additional 2 
acres of M-OF (Mixed Use - Office) zoned property, which permits multi-family dwellings, located near 
the terminus of Bluff Creek Drive. The 7 lots are in the same situation as the subject site, and the MOF 
is currently a platted lot and could be developed without the need for any additional platting. 
In 2014, the PUD plan for Cotswold Villas was approved for 44 single-family attached dwellings, and 
was granted a variance to exceed the 100-lot limit that was in effect at that time. The approval was 
contingent on the condition that no more than 44 dwellings be constructed. That, along with the 
existing 63 platted lots, brought the total within this area to 107 dwelling units. 
 
While the subject site received preliminary plat approval in 1992, there was no specific entitlement 
extended to the property that it could be final platted after the 100-lot maximum was exceeded. In this 
case, prior to the approval of the PD plan, the 100-lot threshold had not been exceeded, and the 
subject property could have platted, but once the PD was approved the capacity was absorbed and any 
subsequent development would need to seek waiver to the 100-lot limit or install a secondary access  
point. The construction of a bridge over Grindstone Creek at the terminus of Bluff Creek Drive would 
provide a second means of access to the site. During the original approval of the preliminary plat, there 
was discussion on the requirement for a bridge in the future if more than 100 lots were to be platted, 
and that the City would be responsible for construction. At this time, no bridge has been constructed by 
the City, and there are no CIP plans for the City to construct a bridge in this location. 
 
The provision to limit the number of lots with only one access point is a public safety provision. It limits 
the number of residents that will be impacted in the event that there is a road closure and emergency 
services are unable to access resident’s homes in case of a fire or other emergency.  The request may 
also negatively impact neighboring property owners by increasing traffic within the subdivision, and 
thereby increasing the risk that a vehicular accident could compromise access into and out of the area, 
although allowing four homes represents a relatively small increase in risk. Circulation would be 
impacted in the same way, since there will be more homes than typically allowed (and therefore more 
vehicles), but again, the impact would likely be small with the addition of four homes. 
 
While there are some unique aspects to this plan, such as the City’s responsibility to construct the 
bridge, the overall situation is not considered unique. The fact that the development in this area was 
limited to 100 lots (at that time) has been a known issue since the approval of the preliminary plat in 
1992. In this case, the second access to the site depends on the construction of a bridge, and so is 
somewhat out of the control of the applicant unless they construct the bridge themselves. While the 
ability of the applicant to provide a second access point is limited, the fact that such an access point is 
contingent on the development of a neighboring property or by another party is not necessarily unique.  
 
Staff finds that the standards for granting a Design Adjustment have not been met. With 
the current limit of 30 lots permitted from a single access point, an increase from 107 to 111 lots would 
have a negative impact on the area. Furthermore, looking more broadly within the Bluff Creek 
development there are 7 additional lots that have not been final platted which are in a similar situation 
as the subject site. Additionally, the vacant M-OF, which has been platted, raises concerns about the 



 

 

additional number of units that could be constructed in the future without the need for further 
Commission or Council review. 
 
Upon review, the requested revision to the preliminary plat meets all technical requirements of the UDC 
with the exception of the requested design adjustment. If the design adjustment is denied, the 
preliminary plat may be approved; however, cannot be final platted until a second access is provided 
or authorized by the Fire Department. Staff supports approval of the revised plat, as it represents a 
reduction in the total number of lots within Bluff Creek; however, finds that final plat approval should be 
withheld until the access issue is addressed to ensure public safety is not compromised. 
 
Loe asked if this kind of design adjustment would be needed for ANY new structures built out there 
now. Staff indicated that is true. Loe further believed that this would require more driveways as well and 
she believed that driveways were supposed to be limited on neighborhood collectors. Staff indicated 
that they are not recommending further restriction on the driveways. 
 
Russel asked if they could approve the design adjustment, could they do that pending them working out 
some other access point. If they can get approval from the Fire Department, they don’t need the design 
adjustment, but they either need the approval of the design adjustment OR the approval of the fire 
department. Either way a requirement will have to be waived to allow any future construction on these 
lots to go forward. Can you approve the preliminary plat without the design adjustment? Yes. 
 
The fire department has already looked at this and did not think it met the international fire code 
standards. That’s why the applicant came forward with this request for an adjustment. 
 
Public comment was invited. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of this project and indicated that he thought that it was unfair to 
require changes in plans that were originally approved back in 1992 just because the code changed this 
year. 
 
No further comment was presented. 
 
Loe indicated that her biggest concern was the lot rearrangement, but she does not want to grant a 
design adjustment without the approval of the fire department. She moved approval of the plat without 
the design adjustment and that motion was seconded by Stanton. 
 
The motion as stated passed unanimously, 8 -0. Staff noted that because P&Z denied the design 
adjustment, it will require a supermajority of the Council to override that recommendation.) 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Case # 17-238 
A request by Smith Lewis, LLP (agent), on behalf of NGT, Inc. (owners), to 
annex 10.36 acres of land into the City of Columbia and have it designated as 
M-N (Mixed-Use Neighborhood District) as its permanent City zoning. The 
subject 10.36-acre tract is located at the northwest corner of Brushwood Lake 
Road and Scott Boulevard. The subject property is currently zoned Boone 
County A-R (Agriculture Residential). 



 

 

(Action: Staff presented a report on the request. The applicants are proposing the annexation of their 
property, located at the northwest corner of Brushwood Lake Road and Scott Boulevard, in order to 
connect to City sewer and utility services. The applicants intend to develop the property with a 
neighborhood commercial center. Per the City’s annexation policy, connection of property to the City’s 
sewer system requires annexation. The sewer to which the subject property will connect crosses the 
parcel; therefore, the property is considered served.  
 
The parcel is located within the Urban Service Area as illustrated in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
Water and electric will be from the east side of Scott Boulevard and are provided by the City of 
Columbia. Depending upon the layout of future development, public mains for infrastructure may be 
required along Brushwood Lake Road. 
 
The CATSO Major Roadway Plan designates Scott Boulevard, along the eastern edge of the site, 
as a major arterial roadway. Brushwood Lake Road, along the south edge of the property, is 
designated as a neighborhood collector. Additional right-of-way for each of these roadways will 
required at the time this property is platted. At present, additional right-of-way for the roundabout 
located at the southeast corner of the site and 10-feet of right-of-way along Brushwood Lake 
Road is needed. Since the subject property is not considered a “legal lot” it must be platted at 
which time the required additional right-of-way dedications will be obtained. There is no dedication 
required as a prerequisite to annexation or permanent City zoning. 
 
The proposal has been reviewed by staff, and meets all applicable City zoning and 
Comprehensive Plan land use standards. The existing utilities to which the lot would connect 
have available capacity. The requested permanent M-N zoning is supported by staff and is 
consistent with the adjacent zoning and development patterns. 
 
Loe asked staff to comment on the fact that 80 to 90% of this area is in the floodplain. Staff indicated 
that the applicant is in the process of having the flood map changed and that should not prevent a vote 
on annexation. Rushing indicated that the eastern part of the property is significantly below the road 
level. Staff indicated that that would be better addressed at the planning stage. Annexation is a 
prerequisite for the extension of sewer. That is the question. In the future it could be that development 
is not possible on this parcel due to other legal restrictions. Staff indicated that you CAN develop in the 
flood plain, but it requires specific steps to be taken. Cited a case earlier this week. If an area is in the 
flood fringe, the Flood Overlay statute allows development and it takes precedence over other rules. We 
are not dealing with all of that tonight. If you think annexation and the zoning is correct, that should 
guide your vote tonight. We will deal with environmental issues later. 
 
Loe indicated that there has already been discussion of this kind on other issues. This new interpretation 
should impact cases going forward. The other case has already made its way to city council. The way the 
code is currently written, the overlay of any kind takes precedence and cannot be called out separately. 
Flood areas can be called out in conservation easements if they want to, but they don’t have to. Loe 
thought this was confusing and it sounds like staff has given them conflicting information. She is not 
comfortable making a decision on this. 
 
Staff believes this is a developable area if it meets regulatory standards. Rushing shares Loe’s concerns. 
She recalled a previous case as well and thought the earlier case that got knocked around was less prone 
to flooding than this piece and believes the commission needs some consistency. MacMann thinks the 
flood plain issue should be called out and that the commission may want to consider not giving approval 



 

 

to projects until they are improved to the point when they are compliant. Stanton remembered the past 
case as well. He believes that the market and mother nature and FEMA will determine what can be done 
with that land. 
 
Public discussion was opened. 
 
An attorney for the applicant indicated that this is appropriate zoning since there is already commercial 
on two of the other corners. We asked for M-N instead of M-C to address neighbors’ concerns. The 
applicant has already begun the process of having the flood map changed. That was submitted last April. 
The applicant is not planning to develop immediately, but is getting it ready for development and going 
through all of the correct steps. Please annex this so we can hook into utilities and grant it M-N zoning. 
We are happy to answer questions. 
 
Loe asked what kinds of uses might be contemplated for this site. The attorney indicated that any of the 
uses articulated in the code would be reasonable, but that shopping or other business uses could be 
considered. 
 
A realtor representing the project appeared. He indicated that the map changes they have submitted to 
FEMA shows significant elevation increases above the flood plain and most delays are a clerical not 
problems with the actual application. Burns thought is sounded like there a lot of things that need to be 
tied up before we do this. 
 
Loe asked if only 3.3 acres are being raised out of the flood plain, what happens to the other 7 acres. 
Representative did not know for sure but indicated some of the other land might also be raised if that 
was allowed. Staff indicated that you have to bring the whole tract in, so the use will be restricted 
because there are other limitations on land use on this site by the new code. This applicant is trying to 
transition into the residential neighborhood and that is why they asked for M-N rather than M-C. Most 
of the development will occur up near the corner and near the road. No flood way can be developed. 
You still have to take out the floodway, the climax forest preservation, the stream buffer, etc. 
 
No additional public comment.  
 
Russell indicated that this is only annexation and there will be several opportunities in the future to 
weigh in on end use. This simply allows for utilities to be accessed and possibly sell this site. MacMann 
agrees that annexation is fine but wants a better process for how we go about separating out these 
issues. Stanton commends Loe for bringing up this issue about floodplain and it should always be on our 
mind. Stanton moved for approval of the motion as presented including the application of M-N as 
permanent zoning. 
 
Loe has no conflict with the annexation but does not believe we have all the information necessary to 
make this decision. We have received conflicting interpretations. I understand changes are in the works, 
but I have questions about this. MacMann believes we should judge this property as it is right now. 
Rushing thinks zoning this M-N right now is premature and maybe misleading. Stanton believed these 
conflicting issues can be worked out in the future. 
 
Motion to approve was considered and resulted in in a tied 4 to 4 vote. That means it is not approved, 
but will be forwarded on to the city council with no recommendation at all and a notification that the 
vote was tied. 



 

 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

(None.) 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
Staff indicated that at the next meeting there will be a large number of items. Two Subdivisions – Bright-
Star and Branham-Renfro subdivisions. There are 4 public hearings on: The Villas at Old Hawthorne, 
Paris Road Plaza, Centerstate Plat 14 (and possibly a preliminary plat added in), and the Red Oak project 
which is a major revision to a PD plan. This one has been final platted, but this requests a change. 
 
Staff then showed a variety of maps and exhibits to help commissioners familiarize themselves with the 
general location of each of these projects. 
 
Staff indicated that we are learning this code as we engage in new projects. We are not trying to be 
unfair to any applicant, but there are multiple layers and we will have to revisit this code on the staff 
and commission level. From the staff perspective, we have to react to applications as they come in and 
lacking anything to the contrary, we make that ruling. When we find a change, we react and reinterpret 
when we should. As a staff, when the consultant wrote the new code, we read it, but we read it the way 
we understood it – and now it appears that it is written a little differently. We definitely have a section 
that allows for the less stringent regulation to apply in terms of floodplains. That’s not how we read it 
originally. Ultimately, we will try to have applicants to comply with sensitive feature protection 
voluntarily, but sometimes we will not be able to compel them in every case. Certain standards will 
come back to the Commission for modification. 
 
Zenner will not be in attendance at the meeting on December 21. 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

Rusty Strodtman indicated that at an earlier worksession they held commission elections. Strodtman will 
continue as Chairman for another year. Loe will serve as Vice Chairman and Burns will serve as Secretary 
for the coming year. 

 
NEXT MEETING DATE - December 21, 2017 @ 7 pm 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
(Time: 8:57 PM) 
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