
 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 

7:00 PM Thursday, April 18, 2019 
 

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

   (Members absent: Russell, Rushing.) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Approved as submitted.) 
 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (April 4, 2019 minutes approved as submitted.) 
     

WITHDRAWN ITEMS 
Case # 31-2019 
A request by the City of Columbia to amend Chapter 29, Sections 29-1.11 [Definitions] and 29-3.3 [Use-
Specific Standards] of the City Code relating to the revision of the definitions for “hotel” and “bed and 
breakfast”, creation of a definitions for “short-term rental” and “transient guest”, and creation of new 
use-specific standards governing the establishment and operation of a short-term rental inside the City’s 
corporate limits. (This item was introduced at the December 20, 2018 meeting, continued to the 
March 7, 2019 meeting, and continued again to the April 18, 2019 meeting. The applicant is requesting 
withdrawal of this application with the intent to re-advertise and resubmit at a later date). 
(Action: Staff identified preliminary work on this issue, but indicated that other requests have taken 
precedence and the city needs time to reset the calendar for consideration. This will be resubmitted for 
consideration in late May or possibly as late as the second meeting in June. Comments from the public 
on this topic continue to come in, but now, it is in the best interest of the public to suspend 
consideration.  
The item was withdrawn from consideration without objection and without formal action by the 
commission. 
 

SUBDIVISIONS AND DESIGN ADJUSTMENTS 
Case # 79-2019 
A request by Crockett Engineering (agent) on behalf of T-Vine Enterprises, Inc. (owner) for a two-lot final 
subdivision plat to be known as "Tuscany Estates" and a design adjustment requesting relief from the 
requirement to build a sidewalk alongside Oakland Gravel Road. The 22.02-acre property is zoned R-1 
(single family dwelling) and FP-O (flood plain overlay) and is located east of N. Teresa Drive, north of the 
Bear Creek and south of Oakland Gravel Road. (This item was tabled at the April 4, 2019 meeting). 

http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=84b02fd3-729f-43f3-820d-05702b6f06ce.docx


 

(Action: The applicant is seeking approval for a two-lot final subdivision plat for 22.02 acres. The 
property has frontage on Oakland Gravel Road east of Gregory Heights Subdivision, a County 
subdivision, and north of Bear Creek and the jointly-owned Adkins Park (Boone County and City of 
Columbia). The property is zoned R-1 (single family dwelling district), which would allow a single home 
on each approximately 11- acre lot.  
 
FP-O (flood plain overlay) zoning runs alongside Bear Creek within the southern and eastern portions of 
the plat, and the City stream buffer regulations apply. The applicant has expressed a desire to market 
the two properties as farmettes. This property was originally part of Preliminary Plat #2 of Tuscany Ridge 
(2007), now expired, which included 173 residential lots and a 14-acre park on approximately 65 acres 
of property northwest and southeast of Bear Creek and along an extension of Waco Road west of its 
current terminus at Arbor Pointe Parkway. The southeastern portion of that preliminary plat, 
approximately 40 acres, will remain unplatted and is not anticipated to be developed at this time. All 
City utilities and services are available to serve the subject property of this platting action. 
 
Individual driveway access to the two proposed lots will be provided from Oakland Gravel Road, an 
unimproved neighborhood collector maintained by Boone County (no curb and gutter) pursuant to the 
authority granted per Section 29-5.1(f)(2)(iii) of the UDC to the Director of Community Development. 
The CATSO 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan does not presently list improvements to Oakland 
Gravel Road in this area. The applicant is granting right-of-way and utility easements of significant width. 
 
The applicant is seeking a design adjustment from the requirement to build a sidewalk along the 
Oakland Gravel Road frontage of the site, approximately 1,200’ in length. Following staff review of the 
requested design adjustment and in light of the analysis of four unimproved street and five standard 
design adjustment criteria, staff does not support the approval of the sidewalk waiver. If granted, the 
design adjustment may have negative effects on public health and safety, be injurious to other 
properties in the area, and will provide accommodation to this site not afforded to other similarly 
situated developments. Staff believes that there is no unusual impediment to constructing such a 
sidewalk and noted that it may cost in the neighborhood of $20,000. If the city had to install the 
sidewalk, it could cost up to 3 times as much. Even though the applicant is granting a trail easement, it 
does not replace the longer-term policy goal of creating sidewalks, even if right now they do not connect 
to other developed areas. There is no known time frame for development of connecting properties 
either privately or for park purposes. 
 
The subdivision plan has been reviewed by internal and external staff and is believed to be compliant 
with all other subdivision requirements, except the requested design adjustment, of the UDC and other 
applicable city requirements subject to minor technical corrections. Sidewalks are not shown on final 
plats but are required to be built prior to the issuance of building permits. As such, the Commission may 
approve the final plat while also denying the design adjustment. In this scenario, the applicant would be 
required to build the sidewalk or pursue payment of a fee-in-lieu of construction before City Council. 
Should the Commission find the criteria to waive the installation of sidewalk are satisfied, the 
Commission may approve both the final plat and the design adjustment. 
 
Overall, suggests denial of the requested design adjustment to Section 29-5.2(b)(9) and Appendix A 
pertaining to the building of sidewalks; 2. Approval the final plat subject to minor technical corrections 
and the understanding that sidewalk will be required prior to issuance of a “certificate of occupancy” for 
any structures on the lots or Council approval of the design adjustment.  
 



 

Alternatively, the Commission may grant the design adjustment if they believe the criteria have been 
met and approve the final plat, subject to minor technical corrections. 
 
Loe asked if the county has sidewalk standards? Staff indicated that the county does now have 
development standards for sidewalks. Strodtman asked why the county didn’t require sidewalks in this 
area? Staff said that the county does require sidewalks on major roads, but that this general 
development predates those rules and we do not have co-jurisdictional rules on this sort of project. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and described the property in question. He corrected 
staff testimony about county requirements regarding sidewalks and noted that INTERNAL sidewalks may 
be required in the county, but not necessarily along a road. He further pointed out that any other 
sidewalks are more than a mile away. Trails are similarly located up to two miles away. He understands 
that at some point Waco Road may be extended and that that will have sidewalks associated with it, but 
it is to the far west side of this property. If you look at the properties that might develop in the county 
that are nearby, the need for sidewalks is diminished due to their nature. 
 
The next speaker indicated that she lives in the area, but that her land extends in this area beyond the 
limits of her personal residence property. She discussed traffic in the area and the very real flooding that 
occurs in the Bear Creek area, reaching as high as three wires on a six-wire fence. She agrees that 
putting in a sidewalk here is foolishness because it goes nowhere really and believes that the 
commissioners have that information in front of them. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
MacMann asked about proximity of this parcel to nearby schools and parks. He noted that he thinks it 
would be problematic to waive the sidewalk requirement. Loe asked about previous developments in 
the area. Did other proposals in the area request similar waivers and were they granted? Staff indicated 
that there was an earlier project in this area that did request exemption, but it is no longer in play. Staff 
also noted that adjoining county properties do not require sidewalks on abutting properties. There are 
some sidewalks on Alfalfa Drive, but they would not connect directly to this development, and some 
earlier developments were not subject to any rules. 
 
Loe indicated that the commission should take two votes on this matter. 
MacMann made a motion to approve the design adjustment regarding sidewalks and indicated he will 
vote against his own motion. 
The motion to grant the sidewalk design adjustment failed 5 to 1. 
 
Discussion moved to the main request and a motion was made to approve the plat, with technical 
adjustments and subject to a payment in lieu of constructing sidewalks in this area. 
The motion to approve the plat was unanimously approved. 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Case # 81-2019 
A request by A Civil Group (agent) on behalf of Cherry Hill Dental Associates, LLC (owner) for a major 
amendment to the "Gadbois Professional Offices PD Plan”. The applicant is requesting revisions to the 
permitted signage on the PD plan and the uses within the Statement of Intent. Specifically, the applicant 



 

wishes to permit a restaurant within the building that serves alcohol by the beverage, and they wish to 
permit additional wall signage for this tenant. 
(Action: The original Gadbois Professional Offices PD Plan was approved by Council on 11/27/2017 and 
was basically an extension of the bank that was located in that area. At that time, NO alcohol sales were 
allowed on ANY of that property because it was not envisioned that it would be needed at that time. 
The applicant is seeking to revise the approved PD plan and Statement of Intent (SOI) to permit one 
additional wall sign on the east side of the building and to add alcohol sales by the beverage to the 
permitted use list.  
 
The requested revisions are a result of the applicant having interest expressed by a restaurant within the 
lower level tenant space of the existing building. The 2006 SOI for the site (approved as part of the, 
“Premier Bank Bethel Banking Center C-P Plan”) permits restaurants. Typically, alcohol sales, by the 
beverage, would be considered a customary accessory use for a restaurant. However, the manner in 
which alcohol sales is addressed in the existing 2006 SOI, staff has interpreted that such sales, 
irrespective of the manner in which it is sold, is prohibited. The M-N district is intended to allow light 
commercial uses that serve their contextual residential neighborhoods. Restaurants inclusive of their 
customary accessory uses (i.e. alcoholic beverage sales by the drink) are permitted as a “by-right” use. 
Freestanding bars or nightclubs are only permitted upon issuance of a conditional use permit, which 
would require a separate approval process. This would not be a freestanding facility. 
 
The applicant also indicates a desire to accommodate an additional wall sign on the eastern façade of 
the building for the proposed restaurant. Currently this façade has a 64 square foot sign devoted to 
Cherry Hill Dental - the maximum allowed. To accommodate the desired sign, the applicant would 
remove the existing freestanding monument sign on Diego Drive upon installation of the additional wall 
sign. The existing monument sign is double-sided and contains a total of 96 square feet of sign area. The 
requested additional wall sign would be 48 square feet. If this request is approved, the overall site 
signage would be reduced. Additionally, it should be noted that the total wall sign area (112 square feet) 
on the building’s eastern façade is only approximately one-quarter (¼) of that permitted (15% of the 
wall surface) for typical commercial buildings. The existing 64 square-foot limitation is due to the 
development site being located along a restricted roadway frontage (i.e. Nifong Boulevard).  
 
Given the overall site signage reduction, staff considers the applicant’s proposed elimination of the 
freestanding double-sided sign for the single wall-mounted sign appropriate. Furthermore, given the 
similarity of the uses permitted between the original PD statement of intent and those allowed within 
the M-N zoning district coupled with the restrictions on bars and nightclubs, staff believes the requested 
SOI revision is reasonable. 
 
Public comment was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant. He stated that report was accurate and indicated that 
the changes to the SOI and signage rules were pretty straightforward and supported by staff. 
 
A motion to approve both requests with a single vote. 
The motion to approve was granted by unanimous vote.) 
 
Case # 88-2019 



 

A request by Crockett Engineering Consultants (agent), on behalf of Partnership for Kelly Farms of 
Columbia, LP (owner), for a major amendment to the existing PD development plan known as Kelly 
Farms to increase monument signage height and area from the permitted 4-foot height and 16 
square-foot area per sign, and to revise driveway locations for the multi-family lot. The 43-acre property 
is located on the east side of Cinnamon Hill Lane, approximately 1,100 feet north of Stadium Boulevard. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to amend the PD plan to revise the permitted freestanding signs that 
were previously permitted. The existing PD plan permitted 3 freestanding monument signs for the site, 
and they were permitted to be 4-feet tall with a maximum of 16 square feet of sign area per sign. The 
amended request would reduce the number of signs from 3 to 2, but proposes larger signs. 
 
When considering the appropriate amount of signage for the site staff has, for the purposes of 
comparison, performed an analysis of how much signage (total number and area) would have been 
permitted on the property if the site were zoned R-MF (Multiple-Family Dwelling) and its roadway 
classification. In this case, the site falls within the Interstate Freeway category due to its proximity to 
Highway 63. As such, the site would be allowed 2 signs that are 12 feet in height with 128 square feet of 
sign area each. Currently, the PD plan permits 3 signs, but restricts them to a 4-feet in height and 16 
square-feet of sign area each. When reviewing the request, staff considered that the site was zoned PD 
to accommodate concerns with the proposed land use and its impact to surrounding areas. To that end, 
it is reasonable to place restrictions on the size of signage in efforts to mitigate similarly negative 
impacts to surrounding properties. However, staff generally supports the requested amendment 
because the requested signage is still less than what would be permitted otherwise on property not 
zoned PD. This limitation is reasonable, and still allows additional signage for visibility, but restricts it to 
well below the maximum that would be permitted had the property not have been zoned PD. There are 
also a few changes to roadways in the area that would support this change. The signs will be attractively 
designed and place to the west side of the property and far away from other single-family residences. 
 
In addition, during the public information meeting, several nearby residents in attendance indicated that 
they supported the revision as well. 
 
MacMann asked about input from neighbors. Staff indicated that three neighbors attended a meeting, 
but no objections were apparent. 
 
Public comment was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and opined that the signs proposed would be 
attractive. Outside of the city process, the owners of this property did meet with neighbors and that no 
objections were raised. The speaker said that the neighbors watch the property closely, have called 
about suspicious activity in this area, and have a relationship with this developer that is positive. 
A motion to approve was made and passed unanimously.) 
 
Case # 92-2019 
A request by A Civil Group (agent) on behalf of BCJ Investments, LLC (owner) to permanently zone 0.24 
acres of property to City M-N (Mixed Use-Neighborhood) from County C-G (General Commercial) upon 
annexation. The subject site is located on the north side of St. Charles Road, approximately 400 feet 
west of Grace Lane, and is commonly addressed as 5305 E. St. Charles Road. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking permanent zoning on approximately 0.24 acres of property, pending 
the approval of its annexation into the city by City Council. The site is currently located within 
unincorporated Boone County. The existing County zoning of C-G is similar to the City M-C (Mixed Use-



 

Corridor) district. To the east and south of the site is County Planned Commercial (C-GP) zoned land, and 
both are currently in commercial use. To the west is developed City R-1 zoned property, and to the 
north is additional County C-G zoned property, with the majority of the site being undeveloped, but 
includes a structure along its St. Charles frontage. 
 
The subject property is currently improved with a structure that houses an office/commercial use. The 
site has contiguity with the City’s existing municipal boundary along its entire western property line and 
is able to be served by municipal utilities. The location of the M-N zoning appears to be compatible with 
the surrounding uses. Per Columbia Imagined, M-N may be appropriate within a “Neighborhood 
District” to provide services to residents, and the site abuts property that is currently residentially 
zoned, and is in use as residential as a mobile home park. 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 uses 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 is worth noting that the given business on the site currently would be considered an office use, and 
thus M-OF (Mixed Use - Office) would also be appropriate. However, given the reasons discussed, staff 
does not object to M-N and recommends approval of the request and accommodates the existing uses. 
 
Public comment was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and noted that disagrees with the staff 
recommendation of M-N on this property, believing that it should be M-C, full commercial. He did 
acknowledge, however that the applicant has agreed to pursue the lower zoning classification. It will 
accommodate current and some proposed uses. 
A motion to approve M-N zoning was approved unanimously.) 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

(None.) 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
Staff asked if a supplemental meeting was necessary in one week relating to topics relating to hours of 
operation for medical marijuana dispensaries in M-N districts and other issues. Alternatively, staff can 
develop a new ordinance based on input and come back one week later. A final recommendation will 
need to be forwarded to the council, but there is a time constraint involved in this and action from the 
commission will need to be received by May 9. It was suggested that some conditional use requirements 
could be added but that staff will follow the will of the commission. 
 
Burns asked if it would be worthwhile to skip the next meeting, then hold one more work session to 
clean up and verify what they will forward to council. MacMann said he will go with the will of the 
group, and would support a single additional work session. Stanton asked if staff was able to capture 
input that has been received earlier from commissioners. Staff acknowledged that they understand that 
there could be a lessened requirement for separation of dispensaries and also are cognizant of rules 
pertaining to second-story facilities in the M-DT. Staff said they understand what has been proposed, 
and that staff will present the original proposal along with the changes proposed by commissioners as it 
move forward to the council. Those changes, however, will not be added to the draft. It should be 



 

proposed as an amendment. We are under a time constraint. We cannot accommodate additional 
changes to the underlying proposal. He suggests that we don’t need to have a lot of additional meetings 
since the input is clear. Loe suggested that we should see what the council does, then come back if we 
need to. MacMann thought maybe an additional meeting was needed. Loe said she thought additional 
meetings may simply rehash what has already been known. Strodtman suggested that additional 
worksessions were not necessary until after the council makes a determination. 
 
On May 9, there will be a formal hearing on rules relating to medical marijuana. 
 
On the agenda for the next regular meeting: 

Preliminary Plat on Arbor Heights 
James Harris rezoning from PD to A 
Public hearing on Medical Marijuana 

 
Staff will be preparing a report on CIP projects including roads, infrastructure and parks & rec. All 
projects will be presented and the commission will be asked for input during a workssession. It may 
seem like an exercise in futility, but your input could be important as we determine a timeline for 
completion of previously approved projects. 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

(None.) 
 

NEXT MEETING DATE - May 9, 2019 @ 7 pm 
 

ADJOURNMENT  
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