
 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 

7:00 PM Thursday, March 21, 2019 
 

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

   (Members absent: None.) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda approved as submitted.) 
 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (March 7, 2019 meeting minutes approved as submitted.) 
     

SUBDIVISION AND DESIGN ADJUSTMENT 
Case # 72-2019 
A request by Simon & Struemph Engineering (agent) on behalf of Atkins CPS, Inc. (owner) for approval of 
a one-lot final plat of IG (Industrial - General) zoned property, constituting a replat of all or part of Lots 
3-5 of Block 3, Tandy's Addition, to be known as Tandy's Addition Plat 2, and an associated design 
adjustment to Section 29-5.1(c)(4) and Appendix A of the Unified Development Code regarding the 
dedication of additional right-of-way. The 0.55-acre subject site is located at the southwest corner of 
College Avenue and Wilkes Boulevard. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking approval of a one-lot final plat that combines portions of three existing 
legal lots into one lot. The applicant wishes to combine the properties in order to allow future 
development on the site that would otherwise cross lot lines, which is not permitted. Corner truncations 
are being provided at the intersection of College and Wilkes Boulevard (30-foot radius for a commercial 
intersection) and at the alley (5-foot radius) as well as additional utility easements are being dedicated 
along the perimeter of the site. Additional right of way is dedicated along Wilkes Boulevard to provide 
the 25-foot half width requirement.  
 
In general, the replat will consolidate the existing lots into a single lot that will allow for new 
construction in the future. The combination of the lots will not create development that is out of 
character with the surrounding industrial zoned property. It would also be consistent with the building 
form that was previously on the site, but has since been demolished. Staff finds that the requested 
replat will not eliminate any restrictions that have been relied upon by neighbors, is properly served by 
existing utilities, and will not be detrimental to the neighborhood. 
 
The applicant is also requesting a design adjustment from Section 29-5.1(c)(4) and Appendix A (Street 
Standards), Section 3(a) (Street Widths), which requires a minimum 53-foot half-width along the site’s 

http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e35ccf2c-cbd5-448c-a687-a3f4b98fa2bb.docx
http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e35ccf2c-cbd5-448c-a687-a3f4b98fa2bb.docx


 

College Avenue frontage which is classified as a major arterial and requires a full ROW of 106-110 feet. 
The design adjustment would be to waive the additional dedication of at least 18 feet of right of way 
along College Avenue. 
 
Staff does NOT support approval of the design adjustment. To do so would be inconsistent with the 
major roadway plan and could prevent improvements in the future if such right-of-way cannot be 
obtained now. Other property owners in the area would also be required to grant such right-of-way if 
they were to improve their properties. While there are no current plans to widen College, and MoDOT is 
currently responsible for its maintenance, the street has been identified by CATSO and the City as a 
major roadway, and that designation carries with it a requirement for additional right of way in order to 
accommodate future improvements. If the right of way is not obtained during the 
redevelopment/replatting of the site, then any future right of way acquisition that is deemed necessary 
will likely need to be purchased by the City. 
 
Overall, the proposed final plat has been reviewed by staff, and aside from the requested design 
adjustment and some minor technical corrections that will need to be made, it meets all requirements 
of the Unified Development Code. However, because the staff OPPOSES the design adjustment, and 
because the design adjustment is shown in the final plat, staff recommends DENIAL of both parts of 
the request, even though the general idea of the replat seems fine. Alternatively, if P&Z thinks the 
design adjustment is OK, then staff would support approval of both parts of the request. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant. He described the location and nature of the street to 
the east of the project site. He claimed that granting additional right-of-way was not practical. He 
detailed the fact that many homes along College Avenue would be within the limits of the right of way 
that is being required of this parcel. If the road were to be widened and the same request would be 
made of those properties, the road would be at the front door of those homes and could possibly 
require the destruction or modification of those homes. He detailed each property. Basically, the city is 
asking the applicant to give up 10% of the property in question for a need that does not exist and where 
50 structures already exist that would infringe on that boundary. This is already built out. MoDOT is not 
requiring the additional right of way and the future expansion of this road is not likely. Originally, the 
city agreed with our design adjustment, then changed its mind. 
 
MacMann asked about homes north of Broadway. It seems like there are a lot of rental properties in 
that area, and that could be prime for redevelopment. Is that true. The engineer said that was possible, 
but not likely. MacMann thought it very well could. The engineer said that many of the properties in 
question are zoned I-G and he does not see those being downzoned. MacMann thought it would be bad 
to give away right of way for sidewalk or bike paths. The engineer said if redevelopment happened, it 
would impact 40 properties. 
 
There were no additional speakers form the public. 
 
Toohey asked staff if it was true that the city originally supported this then changed its mind. Staff said 
that they had originally told the applicant that past practice would support this and that MoDOT did not 
ask for more right of way. However, they evaluate the situation differently than we do. So, when we 
looked at it, we have the right to require that. Staff added that there has been a shift in policy. In the 
past, we used to rely on MoDOT for their opinion on MoDOT roads. Now, the public works department 



 

believes that it is imperative to gain right of way when possible, so this will continue to be the way we 
approach this type of request in the future. This is a change in policy. 
 
A motion to approve the design adjustment was made and seconded and clarified. 
 
Loe thought the examples brought forward by the applicant were valid, but their placement may have 
occurred at a time prior to the adoption of new rules and when the facing road was not a major street. 
The motion failed 7 to 2 on the design adjustment with Strodtman and Rushing voting Yes. 
 
Now, the commission moved to consideration of the final plat. Russell thought she could support the 
final plat without the design adjustment. Staff explained that the plat submitted includes the adjustment 
that was just defeated, so they suggest rejecting this plat and let it be redrawn to be compliant. Russell 
made a motion to approve the plat subject to the applicant making it conforming with the city’s rules. 
The motion to approve with conditions passed 8 to 1 with Burns voting No. 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Case # 69-2019 
A request by A Civil Group (agent) on behalf of TRS Property Management, LLC (owner) to permanently 
zone 1.62 acres to City M-N (Mixed Use-Neighborhood) from County R-S (Single-family Residential) and 
C-N (Neighborhood Commercial); and 1.18 acres to City M-C (Mixed Use-Corridor) from County C-GP 
(Planned Commercial) upon annexation. The subject site is located on the south side of E. St. Charles 
Road at the intersection of Talon Road, and includes addresses 5200, 5202 and 5210 E St. Charles Road. 
(Action: MacMann asked to amend the agenda to include the words “to permanently zone” in the title 
of the bill. That change was approved. Staff then continued with its report. 
 
The applicant is seeking permanent zoning on approximately 2.8 acres of property, pending the 
approval of its annexation into the city by City Council. The site is currently located within 
unincorporated Boone County. To the east of the site is a County Planned Commercial (C-GP) zoned land 
developed and being used with a variety of uses that could be categorized as heavy commercial. To the 
south and west is undeveloped City R-1 zoned property, and to the north is a mix of R-1 and PD zoned 
property that includes a mobile home park and multi-family residential uses. The subject properties are 
currently improved with residential dwellings and are currently occupied. The site has contiguity with 
the City’s existing municipal boundary along its entire northern and southern property lines and is able 
to be served by municipal utilities. The site is within the Urban Service area and there are no capacity 
problems regarding utilities. There is the possibility that an extension of Stadium Boulevard could come 
through this area in the future but there is not funding for that and the timeline is probably 10+ years. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan identified the two most eastern parcels as being within the land use category 
of a Commercial District which is reflective of the site’s current County zoning, while parcel #1 is 
identified as being within the Residential District. Per the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial Districts can 

contain “a variety of citywide and regional retail uses.” Neighborhood Districts can also include limited 
commercial uses. As the Comprehensive Plan does not specify the specific commercial zoning 
designation, additional analysis is required to determine the appropriate zoning for the site. 
Commercial development is also discussed in the East Area Plan. In the EAP, the site is identified as a 
“Commercial Area”. In general, the plan states that the commercial areas in the study area (and in this 
watershed specifically), are not expected to meet regional commercial needs, but rather the everyday 
convenience and service needs to the surrounding residents. Furthermore, commercial uses should be 
concentrated at nodes, not as linear commercial strips. 



 

 
The location of the M-N zoning appears to be compatible with the surrounding uses. The property is not 
located at an intersection of major roadways, where M-C zoning may be appropriate, and would be 
consistent with the limited commercial zoning found in the PD zoning that is located to the east 
between the subject site and Grace Lane and Bull Run. Per Columbia Imagined, M-N may be 
appropriate within a “Neighborhood District” to provide services to residents, and the site abuts, and is 
across from, residentially zoned property. It is generally located on the edge of a potential future 
residential neighborhood, and would be a buffer between the residential portion and the heavier 
commercial to the east, and would provide services within a walkable distance. The M-N district also 
limits many uses (or allows them as conditional uses) that would not be compatible next to residential 
property as well as permits multi-family dwellings, providing opportunities for increased residential 
density. 
 
It should be noted that upon annexation, if the property is zoned as requested (#1 & #2 as M-N, #3 as 
M-C), parcels #1 & #2 would still allow all residential uses, while M-C would only permit multi-family 
uses. In other words, parcels #1 & #2 could be used as single-family and would be permitted, while 
single-family uses are not permitted in the M-C. 
 
Staff does not support the M-C part of the zoning request, but they would support the M-N parts of the 
request or making it all M-N. 
 
A significant amount of M-C zoned property is currently concentrated at the 
intersection of I-70 and St. Charles, a major intersection, which is an appropriate location for 
M-C. There is currently a clear and logical transition from the M-C node (surrounding the 
interchange) to lower intensity zoning and uses south of Bull Run Drive, where the zoning 
changes to a mixture of City/County planned development. Furthermore, at the southwest 
corner of St. Charles and Grace Lane, property is zoned city-PD and limited to uses within the 
former C-1 district. 
 
When considering where the logical and orderly transition of zoning should be between higher 
and lower intensity uses natural boundaries, features, or transitioning land use patterns should 
be considered. In this instance, Grace Lane acts a physical feature that provides a logical 
dividing line between the more intense and less intense uses within the area.  
 
Per the UDC, the Mixed Use - Corridor (M-C) zone is appropriate for commercial activities that may be 
suited to areas of high visibility and may tend to be more auto-oriented, and generally located at 
intersections of major roadways. While these properties are along a major collector, they are not 
located within the existing node at the intersection of I-70 and St. Charles. Given surrounding zoning, M-
N would be a preferable transition. 
 
It was noted that this area could be affected by a future extension of Stadium Boulevard. At this time, 
the Stadium Boulevard extension has a preferred layout, but there are no plans for construction in the 
near future. This site may not be directly impacted by the alignment, but the intersections of St. Charles, 
Grace Lane, and Bull Run may be significantly altered. It is difficult to predict how that will impact this 
site and surrounding areas. It may become more clearly a commercial node at that time that would 
warrant M-C. However, given the uncertainty on the timing of this project, staff is basing the 
recommendation on the existing conditions. 
 



 

Given the amount of existing M-C zoned property in the vicinity that is not currently developed there 
does not appear to be an overwhelming need for additional M-C zoned property. The subject site is 
locationally inferior and would result in “leap-frog” zoning over zoning that has a less intense list of 
permitted uses. 
 
Staff conceded that the use the applicant is proposing is a storage facility. While the site would not be 
limited to this use once zoned M-C, this particular use typically has minimal impact on surrounding 
properties in terms of noise and traffic (the exception is typically the aesthetic impact, as the 
building form is more suited to industrial areas). Storage is a low intensity use that is used by 
residents, and relatively close access to such users could be beneficial (although staff considers 
it to be more auto oriented than pedestrian oriented). 
 
While the zoning to the east is County C-GP, there are no legal uses permitted currently however, the 
existing non-conforming uses on the site are similar to M-C uses including auto repair. It is also possible 
that if the Stadium extension does occur in the future, this area may be better suited to an M-C 
designation, although there might also be restricted access to that road. Oddly, many of the higher 
zoned areas already have residential structure on them, and if they were rezoned to M-C, the residential 
uses would become legal, but non-conforming. 
 
Given its analysis, staff supports the M-N component of the request; however, does not support the 
M-C component for the reasons listed above. Therefore, staff is recommending denial of the entire 
request or supporting rezoning the entire site to M-N. 
 
Burns asked if the applicant would rezone this entirely to M-N, then could they come back and make 
that request? Staff indicated that that was correct. MacMann asked what if other properties 
surrounding this requested M-C zoning, would they support that? Staff said they were hesitant to 
answer that question, but that they did not support leap-frogging with zoning. Loe asked if the county C-
GP zoning allowed storage facilities? Staff was not sure. There were no further questions for staff. 
 
The public comment session was opened. 
 
An engineer on behalf of the applicant appeared and indicated that county C-G zoning would allow 
storage units, but there is no sewer available there, so they have to ask for annexation and city zoning. 
He then indicated that he would focus his remarks on the M-N property requested, since the other 
parcels did not seem to be in question. He reiterated the fact that the health code requires sewer to the 
property and that the city requires annexation before such a utility could be extended. We are 
requesting M-C is because self-storage is not an allowed or conditional use in M-N. He also indicated 
that the new code discourages the use of Planned zoning that could specify a singular use, so they are 
requesting the zoning category that fits the publicly stated intended use. This is only 1.8 acres. It’s too 
small to accommodate many other uses. You could have a small assembly hall or bakery, but a self-
storage unit is needed in this area. 
 
If you look at the path of the future road, it will change the nature of the area significantly, but it would 
create an island, even if access were to be changed. We have connections either way. We think that we 
transition well between the heavy commercial uses. It is self-storage on an acre or so. It is compatible 
with the county zoning and since we are required to come into the city, we should get comparable 
zoning. Stanton asked if M-N would allow the applicant to do a self-storage unit. He said it would not. 
 



 

The next speaker was also an engineer and appeared on behalf of the applicant. He noted that the 
applicant would be glad to take M-N, but it won’t support the intended use. This is a low traffic area and 
a low-traffic use. The Grace Lane boundary that was discussed might be a boundary now, but it is very 
possible according to the transportation plan would take out much of the residential property in that 
area and would displace some commercial area. It would take out 21 acres of residential. If all of that 
happened, our use would be more compatible with the end use in terms of the transportation network. 
If you look at the zoning map, we are only 1500 feet from the highway corridor. Some places that is as 
wide as 5,000 feet. We are within proximity to a major arterial, collector road network compared to 
other places in town where M-C has been allowed. Stuff around us has been used for decades as 
industrial. One person actually used one of the properties as a brick company. Next to that is an auto 
repair shop. There are other high intensity use as well. There were no further questions. 
 
MacMann indicated that there are indeed construction yards in the area. He said he is supportive of M-C 
south of St. Charles. 1.1 acres doesn’t bother him too much in this area. Loe suggested that the current 
zoning does allow commercial next to R-1. They are also coming forward with a proposed project and 
not speculative use. I think this would be fair and does not appear to be objectionable. 
 
A motion to approve as requested was made and seconded. 
The motion was approved unanimously, 9-0. 
 
Case # 71-2019 
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 M-C (Mixed-
Use Corridor 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. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking rezoning of their property on the east side of Highway 63, from PD 
(Planned District) to M-C (Mixed-Use Corridor District). The existing PD zoning limits allowed uses to 
general retail businesses that are consistent with the overall development theme and pattern of the 
Centerstate Development. A request to rezone the subject parcel to I-G (General Industrial District) was 
recommended for approval (7-1) by the Planning and Zoning Commission on December 21, 2018. The 
request was denied by City Council based, in part, on concerns that less restrictive zoning should require 
a PD plan approval process, which includes a public hearing. 
 
Columbia Imagined designated this parcel as a part of the Open Space/Greenbelt District, which is 
intended to provide for the recreational and aesthetic needs of Columbia residents. The District is also 
intended to protect sensitive areas such as floodplains and hilly terrain from development and preserve 
prime natural areas. 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. 
 
PD zoning provides opportunity for greater development oversight; however, staff does not believe such 
oversight is necessary at this time given the changes that have occurred within the area since it was 
originally zoned. The property has remained undeveloped in spite of its improved access and visibility. 
Uses within the M-C district are generally consistent with the uses permitted within the existing PD 



 

statement of intent thereby permitting compatible development with the already improved portions of 
the Centerstate Development. M-C zoning; however, does permit a wider range of uses than the 
approved statement of intent as discussed below. Some uses were itemized, and the existing statement 
of intent would already allow some of the higher intensity M-C uses. Any higher uses would require an 
addition Conditional Use Permit or higher industrial zoning. There is already an approved plat on this 
land, but there is no approved plan. 
 
Given the similarity of the uses permitted between the PD statement of intent and those allowed within 
the M-C zoning district, existing transportation improvements, natural isolation of the property from 
adjoining development, as well as the restrictions on adult uses, staff believes the request for rezoning is 
reasonable. The use of a PD designation is intended to mitigate potential land use conflicts and to 
address unique characteristics of a development parcel. Staff does not believe, given the changed 
characteristics of this area since its initial zoning, that a PD designation is appropriate. Many, if not all, of 
the potential impacts that this site may create upon neighboring parcels can be addressed through the 
general provisions of the UDC which were not available at the time of its original zoning. There are no 
active properties within 200 feet of this property. Staff supports the request. 
 
Public comment was invited. 
 
An attorney appeared on behalf of the applicant and indicated that they basically agreed with the staff 
recommendation and offered to answer questions regarding the project. To summarize the project, he 
indicated that in a previous request, they asked for industrial zoning. When that was rejected, people 
asked for M-C instead and that is what we are bringing forward. 
 
MacMann asked about stormwater impacts. Can you build in the floodplain or floodway area? An 
engineer for the project indicated that the floodway must be preserved and that there is actually a city 
road between this property and the floodway. On the south part of the site, there is some flood plain 
land, but it can be developed in accordance with the city’s own ordinance by elevating that area above 
the 100-year flood plain height. MacMann just wanted to get that on the record. 
 
There were no further speakers. 
A motion to approve was made and approved unanimously, 9-0.) 
 
Case # 74-2019 
A request by Anderson Engineering (agent), on behalf of THF Bearfield 63 (owner), seeking approval of a 
PD (Planned Development) plan to be known as “Bearfield Plaza Plat 1-B, Lot 1B-1 PD Plan”. The plan 
proposes development of a Scooter’s Coffee Drive-up on upon approximately 0.5 acres in the 
southeastern corner of Lot 1B-1 of the Administrative Replat of Bearfield Plaza Subdivision, Plat 1-B 
which contains a total of 3.59-acres. The property is generally located northeast of the Grindstone 
Parkway and Bearfield Road intersection, with proposed access from the private drive extending 
between the Old Highway63/Chinaberry Drive traffic circle and Grindstone Parkway. There are no 
immediate plans to develop the remaining 3+/- acres on the west side of the private drive. 
 
(Action: The applicant is requesting approval of a PD Plan to allow for a Scooter’s Coffee on the 
triangularly shaped 0.5-acre portion of Lot 1B-1 between the private drive, Grindstone Parkway, and the 
Tiger Express Carwash. The building will be 550 square feet, 19’ tall, and provide 5 parking spaces. The 
UDC requires 1 space for each 200 sq. ft of GFA. The proposed development will be accessed from the 



 

existing private drive between the Old Highway 63/Chinaberry Drive roundabout and the right in/right-
out access at Grindstone Parkway.  
 
There are no immediate plans for development on the remaining +/- 3 acres of the lot to the west of the 
proposed Scooter’s. The proposed PD plan identifies this area as “Future Development Area”. Any future 
development on the remainder of the lot will require approval of an updated PD Plan. This pattern of 
proposed development is consistent with the incremental development that has previously occurred on 
the site. The building, site features and use are consistent with the existing SOI approved as part of the 
2005 rezoning to PD. There is sufficient open space on the property even after this project would be 
constructed. 
 
As part of this development plan’s approval, the applicant will be required to complete the existing 
sidewalk construction along the overall parcel’s Bearfield Road frontage. Completion of this gap will 
result in the connection of existing sidewalk along Grindstone Parkway to sidewalk along S. Old Highway 
63. Signage, stormwater management, landscaping and lighting, as shown on the plan, are consistent 
with the UDC’s requirements. Staff supports the request. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and indicated that he believed the staff report was 
accurate. He offered to answer questions. None were forthcoming. There were no additional speakers. 
The motion to recommend acceptance of the proposal passed unanimously, 9 – 0.) 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One person appeared to speak. He was previously a member of the P&Z board. He wanted to address 
new rules and regulations relating to the distribution and sale of medical cannabis. He wants the 
program to be successful. State law allows local governments to set rules regarding the sale and 
distribution of the product, but also asks communities to pass any such rules expeditiously. He believes 
that rules regarding the time, place and manner of sale. Finding a location is one of the first steps that 
need to take place. Applicants need to know where they can locate a dispensary so they can fill out an 
application. The speaker asked the commission to leave some of the smaller issues on the table and 
move forward. The City of Springfield already has some rules in place. Columbia is behind, but still has 
time to get something in place by August. 
 
Toohey asked about a 500-foot buffer rather than a 200-foot buffer. The speaker said that rule would 
match the rules for liquor stores, but 1,000 feet would be too restrictive. If restrictions are too 
restrictive it could affect land prices. Burns asked about placement near public parks. The speaker did 
not know of any other rules such as this. Strodtman asked about restrictions on the number of 
dispensaries. The speaker said there could be 24 per congressional district, so maybe there could be 3 to 
4 stores in the Columbia city limits. There were no further questions for the speaker. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
(The next meeting will occur on April 4th. The worksession will deal with street trees in the public right-
of-way. The issue deals with conflicts between existing rules and public utility placement and may 
require an amendment to the UDC. A rough draft of the change will be presented. If it is acceptable, the 
issue could be voted on during the first meeting in May at a public hearing. It could be pushed to the 
second meeting in May, but the issue is time-sensitive. This is coming up now because a permitting 



 

question has been raised and this is the first project that has come forward that is required to become 
fully compliant with the new code, which has inherent conflicts. 
 
During the regular meeting on April 4, we will have 3 issues to consider. 

• Tuscany Estates final plat and design adjustment request 

• My House – Final plat/replat to combine existing lots and design adjustment 

• Cherry Hill Dental – Amendment of statement of intent to allow for additional signage and a 
potential restaurant use with liquor sales. Originally, liquor sales were specifically prohibited, so 
a change in the statement of intent would be required. 

 
Then, the commission needs to tackle the issue of the sale of medical marijuana in Columbia and which 
zoning areas will be considered appropriate for the sale, processing, growing and testing of cannabis. 
The regular hearing on this topic will occur on May 9. It can then be introduced at council on May 20, so 
this can go to council by June 3 which is one day before the new law kicks in. To achieve compliance 
with this tight timeline we will have to have some special worksessions that will not be designed for 
public comment but will allow the commission to craft a potential ordinance for the council. 
 
On April 11th, we will hold a special worksession on this topic. 
On April 18th we will have the regular P&Z meeting and worksession. 
On April 25th, we will have another special worksession on the medical marijuana topic. 
On May 2nd, we will have a special worksession related to this topic. 
On May 9th we will have a worksession roundtable meeting with city staff to discuss CIP projects for the 
next year, then, during the regular meeting, we will hold a formal hearing on medical marijuana rules. 
 
For the time being, we are suspending work on short-term rentals and the scenic road overlay topics. 
On or after May 23rd, we will get back to the short-term issue and the scenic overlay. Agendas for 
regular meetings will be distributed on Fridays. Supplemental meeting agendas will be distributed on 
Mondays prior to the special meetings. That will give staff a chance to digest what was discussed at the 
regular meetings and then produce materials for consideration during the next special meeting.) 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

(None.) 
 

NEXT MEETING DATE - April 4, 2019 
 

ADJOURNMENT  
(Time: 8:46 PM) 
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