
 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 
7:00 PM Thursday, October 10, 2019 

 

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

   (Members absent: Russell, Strodtman, Rushing) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda approved as submitted.) 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES (September 19 meeting minutes approved.) 
 

TABLING REQUESTS 
Case # 209-2019 
A request by Primus Companies (agent) on behalf of Dr. Joseph Rich (applicant) of Family Focus Eyecare, 
to rezone the parcel comprised of 3, 7, and 101 W. Briarwood Lane. The parcel lies at the southeast 
corner of Stadium Boulevard and West Broadway. The applicant wishes to rezone the property from R-1 
(One-Family Residential) to M-OF (Mixed-Use Office District). The parcel consists of three lots and is 0.67 
acres in size.  
(The applicant is requesting that this item be tabled to the December 5, 2019 Planning Commission 
meeting). 
(Action: The applicant has indicated that they intend to have a community meeting with neighbors and 
return with a more comprehensive plan. Staff noted that this was advertised and if the commission 
wants to allow testimony tonight it would be appropriate. The commission is required to take a vote on 
the tabling motion. Because this item has experienced unforeseen delays, it will need to be readvertised 
and a new Public Information Meeting will be scheduled and will include any new information offered by 
the applicant. 
 
The hearing was opened. 
 
The first speaker said they understand why the tabling is being requested. We showed up at the Public 
Information meeting, they did not. We have attended all the meetings, they have not. We are 
frustrated. Do what you have to do. We have done our part. 
 
No further comments were offered.  
 
Loe asked if the timeline for return to the commission should be extended out even further. Staff said 
this is the later of two dates offered, but if the proposal changes significantly, they will have to reapply 
anyway. If they come back in December and are not prepared, that is one scenario. If they change, the 
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proposal will have to include time for a new Public Information Meeting. We do not know for sure if 
they can make the deadline for this calendar year. But for now, they are requesting tabling until 
December. Stanton indicated that he would like to hear from the applicant if the December time frame 
is realistic. 
The motion to table was approved unanimously, 6 – 0.) 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Case # 190-2019 
A request by Agape Total Healthcare of Missouri, LLC (applicant) to revise the existing Statement of 
Intent for Centerstate Plat 6, Lot 1, to permit a medical marijuana dispensary. The subject 1.5-acre site is 
located at 3310 Vandiver Drive and improved with the former Ruby Tuesday. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking a major amendment to the existing Ruby Tuesday C-P (now PD) 
Development Plan at Centerstate Crossing, to permit a medical marijuana dispensary to be included in 
the Statement of Intent (SOI) governing the uses allowed on the property. The subject site was rezoned 
as part of the larger Centerstate Crossing development in 2004, to C-P. 
  
Pursuant to the 2004 rezoning and SOI, the subject site was permitted to be improved with all uses 
within the former C-3 district (now M-C). Given that medical marijuana uses were not part of the zoning 
code in 2004 a major amendment to the planned district is necessary to permit the desired use. 
 
The proposed dispensary would be located in the existing building on the site and all other site design 
aspects (parking, landscaping, and setbacks) are to remain unchanged and governed by the approved PD 
plan for Lot 1 of Plat 6. The requested amendment proposes to create a site specific SOI for the subject 
property that seeks approval of all M-C uses, inclusive of medical marijuana dispensaries, on the site. 
The proposed SOI also includes all previously approved site design parameters such as parking, 
landscaping, and setbacks. Approval of the revised SOI will not impact any other lot within Centerstate 
Crossing or that is subject to the existing SOI. If one of the other properties wants this same designation, 
they will also have to go through this process. 
 
Upon public advertising of this request, staff has received correspondence from the legal representation 
of Menard, Inc., indicating that all Centerstate Crossings property owners had entered into private 
covenants and restrictions that limited uses on the property which expressly forbids “head shops” or 
“other businesses selling drug paraphernalia”. Pursuant to Section 29-1.7 of the Unified Development 
Code enforcement of private covenants and restrictions are a civil matter and the City is not obligated to 
enforce the provisions therein.  
 
While staff acknowledges that the overall Centerstate Crossing has the aforementioned use restrictions, 
it does not find that proposed addition of a medical marijuana dispensary is either a “head shop” or a 
“business selling drug paraphernalia”. The proposed use is licensed by the State of Missouri for 
distribution of medically prescribed marijuana products. Staff considers dispensaries to be similar in 
function to a pharmacy or a retail operation which would otherwise be permitted uses within the 
existing PD pursuant to the uses allowed by the SOI. It should be further noted that upon approval of 
Columbia’s local medical marijuana regulations, dispensaries were permitted in the M-C, M-DT, and I-G 
districts subject to the use-specific standards found in Section 29-3.3(qq) of the UDC. The adopted use-
specific standards provide opportunities to protect and mitigate any impacts that such a business may 
create on surrounding land uses. 
 



 

The necessity to amend the SOI for the subject site is borne out of the distinction made between the 
proposed use and other “general retail” uses that operate in a similar manner. Since medical marijuana 
dispensaries are identified in the Permitted Use Table as a unique use it must be added to the list of 
permitted uses within the SOI. As stated, it is staff’s belief that the adopted use-specific standards 
provide opportunities to mitigate the potential impacts this use may create and that the use is 
considered consistent with the other retail business permitted within the overall Centerstate Crossing 
development. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 
MacMann asked city legal staff if P&Z passes this will they get entangled in any litigation between the 
private parties. Staff said they could not speculate, but that there is no court action currently preventing 
the commission from taking action tonight. No commissioners disclosed any ex parte discussions on this 
topic. 
 
The hearing was opened and an attorney appeared on behalf of the applicant. He said that the legal 
challenge mentioned is not agreed with by the applicant and are simply asking for a zoning action, not 
the enforcement of any other private contract. 
 
No other speakers appeared. 
 
MacMann noted that he agrees with legal staff on the city’s position regarding private contracts. A 
motion to approve was made by Stanton. 
The motion to approve passed unanimously, 6 -0.) 
 
Case # 31-2019 
A request by the City of Columbia to amend Chapter 29, Sections 29-1.11 [Definitions], 29-3.2 
[Permitted Use Table], and 29-3.3 [Use-Specific Standards] of the City Code relating to revision of the 
definitions for “hotel” and “bed and breakfast”, creation of definitions for “short-term rental”, “short-
term rental hosted”, “short-term rental un-hosted” and “transient guest”, and creation of new use-
specific standards governing the establishment and operation of short-term rentals inside the City’s 
corporate limits. 
Draft Regulations & Use Table (dated September 20, 2019) (This is the latest version.) 
(Action: Staff noted that this issue has been debated for the past few years and described the timeline 
of public meetings that have been held. The staff presented an overview of the new version of the 
regulations that have been posted for review. The revised regulations have been modified as follows:  

1. Includes new definitions for “hosted” and “un-hosted” short-term rentals. These definitions 
were developed with the intent of distinguishing operational characteristics of a short-term 
rental from minimum owner-occupancy requirements used to define “hosted” or “un-hosted” 
dwellings;  
2. Reinstates the administrative approval option for “hosted” short-term rentals subject to 
transient guest occupancy limits; owners must actually live in the structure for a defined period 
of time to be considered “hosted”;   
3. Requires that a “hosted” short-term rental be occupied by the owner of record when rented 
to transient guests;  
4. Requires that a designated “agent” be specified for all “hosted” short-term rentals for the 
purpose of being the “point of contact” in the owner’s absence. Such agent shall have an 
address within the City of Columbia and be available 24-hrs a day to respond to short-term 
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rental issues/complaints. Agents do not have to be “on-site” but have to follow the other 
address rules. Agents could be neighbors, management companies or whatever with a local 
address;  
5. Provides clarity on how to calculate the maximum transient guest occupancy when a 
conditional use is being sought. Calculation is to be based upon bedroom and living/dining room 
square footage requirements as defined within the International Property Maintenance Code 
(IPMC);  
6. Requires disclosure of “agent” designation, as part of the “Proof of Ownership” application 
criteria, and specifies when updating of such information must occur and in what period of time;  
7. Requires all operator and designated “agent” contact information be posted, as part of the 
“Certificate of Compliance” posting criteria, within the dwelling so everyone, including guests, 
know who to contact if something goes wrong;  
8. Provides clarity that a dwelling unit cannot not be advertised as being available on an 
individual “room” basis and that the dwelling unit can only be offered for one rental reservation 
at a time. If additional transient guest occupancy remains available following the initial rental 
booking the proposed regulation makes it unlawful to book a second reservation to maximum 
dwelling unit usage. One person has to make the booking and pay for it; 
9. Eliminates provisions allowing the transfer of a short-term rental (hosted or un-hosted) 
“Certificate of Compliance” and conditional use, when applicable, upon the sale of a dwelling 
unit. Provisions applicable to the transfer of a long-term rental “Certificate of Compliance”, if 
the dwelling had been subject to dual designation, are not impacted. A new property owner 
desiring to establish the former short-term rental would need to comply with all proposed 
regulatory provisions.  

 
You cannot have more than 3 transient guests in an R-1 short-term rental, but we do not make 
references to “family” as the defining occupancy limit. This attempts to limit the intensity of use. 
In addition to the above technical revisions, the Permitted Use Table (Table 29-3.1) of the UDC is 
proposed to be amended to add “Short-term Rentals” under the “Guest Accommodations” land use 
category. This addition acknowledges that a short-term rental is a type of land use to which regulations 
are applicable. Originally, the staff did NOT consider short-term rentals to be a specific land use. The 
choice of locating short-term rentals in this land use category was proposed out of convenience given 
the other uses presently within the category and their general similarity. The location in the table has 
limited impact on how the use is regulated. It was also pointed out that all short-term rentals will be 
governed by use-specific standards. The city further believes that short-term rentals are less intensive 
uses than standard bed and breakfasts. 
 
If you want to exceed the number of transient guests allowed, you cannot do that administratively. You 
have to get conditional approval by city council. Some of those decisions will be based on square 
footage including bedrooms, dining rooms, living rooms, etc. If you live in a big bedroom, but rent out 
the smaller bedroom, you may be constricted by the square footage of the smaller bedroom. 
 
The new uses are listed under the Guest Accommodations heading, but could have been added as an 
Accessory Use, but this seemed to be more convenient, even though you can use an Accessory dwelling 
as a short-term rental. 
 
Also, within the table, a short-term rental is shown as being “A/C” within each of its permitted districts. 
This designation means that a short-term rental is considered a use allowed as an “A” (accessory) 
function to another principally permitted use within the zoning district. The “C” means that under 



 

certain circumstances a short-term rental could also require a conditional use permit if required by the 
underlying regulations (i.e. if the STR were not “hosted” in the R-1 district or if additional transient guest 
occupancy were desired).  
 
The designation of A/C in the table should not to be confused with a CA as shown in Table 29-3.1’s 
legend. The CA designation is meant to convey that such a use is only allowed upon City Council’s 
authorization of a conditional use permit and that the use is accessory to another principally permitted 
use. Finally, there are Use-Specific Standards to which a short-term rental must comply that correlate to 
the proposed regulatory standards under consideration. If approved by Council, all short-term rentals 
would be required to comply with these standards. The reason for creating “use-specific standards” is to 
assist in mitigating potential impacts that a land use may generate on adjoining lands or the community. 
 
It should be noted that comments received prior to the publishing of the revised September 20 draft 
reflect concerns generally expressed pre-April 18, 2019 and were based on the March 1 draft 
regulations. The comments received since publication of the revised draft have been limited; however, 
still express concerns relating to “un-hosted” STRs in the R-1 and R-2 districts as well as concerns about 
the conditional use permit process. 
 
As has been discussed within work sessions and prior public hearings, the attached regulations are only 
a component of the complete regulatory structure that will guide the City in its management of this land 
use moving forward. Prior to Council consideration of any recommended action on the attached 
regulations, the Law Department in coordination with the Office of Neighborhood Services, Business 
Licensing Division, and the Convention and Visitors Bureau, will be developing companion legislation 
that will establish the administrative, enforcement, licensing, and lodging tax components that have 
not been addressed within the attached document. We need more information before we can finalize 
all those administrative rules. 
 
There will be public comment on those future rules, but will go straight to city council and will not 
come back here to P&Z. 
 
We have an existing rental conservation law and we can expect that the city will draw on those 
guidelines as new regulations are promulgated. Short term rental regulations are based on the 
structures, not on the rooms. (?) These regulations should be considered as operational guidelines. 
 
We think these rules protect neighborhoods and allow for ongoing public comment. The conditional use 
permitting option is not highly favored by staff, but considering public comment, we think we have to 
include that in this ordinance. The regulations we have written are responsive to what we have heard. 
We know that a lot of people may be unhappy with parts of this, and if we make everyone unhappy, 
maybe we have done our job. Staff recommends approval of the proposed regulations as submitted in 
the current draft. 
 
Has there been any ex parte discussion of this? None was reported. 
 
Burns asked to talk about conditional use permits. She wanted to know about the unhosted 
requirement and wanted to know if conditional uses are not required for hosted STRs in R-1 
neighborhoods. Staff said that they would only need a conditional permit if they wanted to have more 
transient guests than is typically allowed. Staff said maybe they could add language that clarifies that 
intent. Burns also asked about the A/C designation and that it only appears in the code now under home 



 

day care. Staff explained that in that instance it does apply to both numbers of children and employees. 
Burns said she wants the listing to be C for conditional use – not A/C. 
 
Loe followed up on this and wanted clarification on the hosted and unhosted definitions as they apply to 
asking for increases in the number of transient guests. Staff agreed that that was the intent. Loe noted 
that in definitions, under the hosted definition, it should be “and” or “or”. Staff disagreed and said it 
should be and, not or. Loe said, then you should delete the word either if you are not going to use the 
word or. 
 
The public comment period was opened. 
 
The first speaker appeared in opposition to things he has heard. He is concerned that protections are 
built in for R-1 and R-2 but that R-MF does not have the same protections. He felt that these properties 
would be severely impacted. We don’t get the same peace and quiet the other zones get. I think that 
the idea of hosted and unhosted operations, these are really new businesses and we are allowing new 
business operations in what are really residential areas. I think this will open the city up for legal battles 
in the future. MacMann asked the speaker if he wanted the same protections for R-MF as they have in 
residential districts R-1 and R-2. We are we excluding this even though R-MF is typically allowed higher 
density. Loe noted that R-MF is the same as R-2, except that in R-MF you can only use 25% of the 
property, which is different than when you have a duplex that only has two units. The speaker referred 
to definitions in the International Property Code. Staff explained that in R-1 the transient guest number 
is capped out at three. In R-2 and R-MF it is capped out at 4, unless you get a conditional use permit. 
Staff explained that safeguards are there, and that the speaker’s understanding of the rule was 
incorrect. The speaker said that he didn’t get that out of this, so he thought the new rules were very 
confusing. 
 
Carroll asked the speaker if he lived in R-MF. The speaker said he lived in an R-1 but he is landlocked by 
R-MF. Carroll thought that the impacts should all be the same across residential zoning categories. 
 
The next speaker noted that his wife is on the zoning commission. He asked the following questions. If 
my neighbor sells his house and it is a five-bedroom house, can they do it and use all the requirements, 
could they include more transient guests than are generally granted? Staff said those specific guidelines 
for conditional use have not yet been developed so they can’t answer that right now. Staff did say that 
they will be evaluating a significant number of factors including parking, proximity to neighbors, etc. 
Staff still needs to determine what we need to add to tighten that up. Right now, we don’t know exactly 
what those rules would be. Staff doesn’t want to do that until the council says that the conditional use 
process is OK. We don’t have an answer right now. Any conditional use, however, will require a public 
hearing. Just because it’s a big home doesn’t mean they can put 10 people in it on a short-term basis. 
Oddly, you could have the same impact with a single family. Staff said at the Board of Adjustment, there 
are five specific requirements for approval. We don’t have that kind of thing in our general code. Maybe 
we will have to generate a new set of markers. The speaker said that then he wants to make a blanket 
limit of 3 or 4 people and no option for conditional use increases. Staff acknowledged that lots of people 
would probably like those same answers, but they don’t have those right now. This is a general 
framework. 
 
The speaker asked if there will be additional funds needed for enforcement? Staff said that question is 
outside the purview of planning and zoning and the business license office will have to address that. 
Carroll said staff noted that a family of 8 might have the same impact on a neighbor as short-term 



 

rentals. She disagreed with that characterization and said it has been proven that short term rentals 
have economic impacts. Staff said they are focusing on land use and impacts not on economics. Carroll 
said you can separate out all of these issues. MacMann characterized this as commercialization. 
 
The chair called for a break and short recess. 
 
The meeting resumed.  
 
The first speaker indicated that land contracts are different than land use decisions and that short-term 
rental uses are not vested like purchased properties. The speaker said that in fact they do have contracts 
a year in advance and that these rules preclude the ability to fulfill a legal contract. Staff said you could 
always cancel the contract. The speaker said not without paying damages. The speaker continued and 
indicated that there has been a lot of focus on “bad” guests, but that the short-term rentals offer 
services to many people who do not create a nuisance for neighbors. I would like to find a way to 
accommodate that. MacMann said that his concern is that STRs affect housing affordability; that we 
should err on the side of caution first; and that this has an economic pressure. The speaker said that 
those statistics tend to show economic impacts on housing costs in resort areas, but in this area, there 
are lots of vacancies in rentals and it does not have the same impact. For the most part, AirBnBs do not 
occur in high concentration areas of affordable housing. Toohey asked where that data comes from 
about effects on affordable housing comes from? MacMann said that they could have the conversation 
later, but that it exists. Carroll started to comment about this, but Loe asked that only one conversation 
occur at one time. 
 
The next speaker thought the staff had been fairly balanced but wanted to address two things. One 
concern is the idea of having a conditional use rule. This could be burdensome on the city. Perhaps we 
should have an administrative process for this, but if we exceed transient guests or are abusive, then in 
the second instance you send them through that process. He also said that there should be some 
allowance for using these for families. Since 57% of families have more than 2 children, there should be 
an exception for people who use these facilities for family rentals. 
 
The next speaker indicated that this has been a hard process and that it is hard to change it after you do 
it. She wanted to talk on the point of safety. Recently she went on a chamber trip to Tuscaloosa. One 
thing that was discussed was STRs. They noted that their experience has been a multi-year process. 19% 
of their properties are used seasonally. Their process included neighborhood associations, the University 
and other stake holders and that their focus was that the city needed to take care of their own citizens. 
Tuscaloosa designated 3 areas where these kinds of properties could exist; pass safety codes; pass 
inspections, meet insurance requirements of $1 million with the city being an additional insured; get a 
two-year business license and submit to an audit. I think we should protect our citizens, too. Even other 
cities indicate that these types of uses do impact workforce housing. If we open the door too wide up 
front, we betray our own citizens. Carroll indicated that her data about impacts on affordable housing 
comes from a national source and that it is drawn on average statistics. 
 
The next speaker believed that this discussion has been very confusing. His neighborhood is surrounded 
by other neighbors. He did not move there to have a business open up next door. He believes that STRs 
are businesses and that we should pay attention to the fabric of our neighborhoods. He also suggested 
that their communications strategy be more understandable and that it show how it really benefits us or 
it won’t work. As far as enforcement, I hope you have a plan fully thought out since you are adding so 
much regulation that you may not be able to keep track of all of it without significant cost. I am in 



 

opposition to STRs in neighborhoods. I think we should look at Tuscaloosa and that we should step back 
and look at other cities before we do this. Stanton asked where short term rentals should be? The 
speaker said he didn’t know, but that we could learn from other cities that have already done this 
successfully. MacMann thanked the speaker for asking for the city to use effective communications. 
 
The next speaker does not run an AirBnB, but that a lot of people who do should be able to rent to 
families and that maybe you should add three transient guests, plus up to two children under the age of 
18. That would also reduce the conditional use load and would make it more family friendly. I also think 
that this can make housing costs more affordable by renting out a basement room. 
 
The next speaker lives in mid-town Columbia. She thinks her neighborhood might be considered to be 
on the wrong side of Broadway. She thinks it is a good place to live and she has lived there for 35 years. 
It used to be a family neighborhood. Today, it is more diverse, but it is at-risk. The area needs more 
infrastructure. Some housing stock is declining. New student housing has been introduced. The West 
Ash plan highlights what matters most to local stakeholders. Unfortunately, no resources have been 
dedicated. Now it looks like unhosted rentals can be introduced. These are not neighbors. There are no 
eyes on the street. No one is there, these are not the people you find. Home businesses and hosted STRs 
do bring eyes to the street and we would welcome them. Our action plan mentions brew pubs coming 
into our community. Hosted STRs would be OK. What is difficult is that we can’t seem to see that this is 
commercial activity. Loe tried to limit the speaker to three minutes and asked her to summarize. The 
speaker said she wanted to make her entire presentation and if you want to haul me off, go right ahead. 
The chair noted that they had received the speaker’s written comments. The speaker continued anyway. 
The chair called for other speakers. Are you calling me a hysterical woman because I am a woman? I am 
an environmentalist. I know other people and I read. She continued to tell a story and indicated that we 
only have ten years to save our local neighborhood. The microphone was cut off because a member of 
the commission left and no quorum was present. The meeting was gaveled into recess due to the lack of 
quorum. The commission is not permitted to conduct business when no quorum is present. 
 
The meeting continued. Loe noted that the 3-minute rule is an objective rule and applies to everyone. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he had two questions. He asked about posting the agent’s name in the 
residence. How can a neighbor see that posting if it’s inside the neighbor’s house? What good does that 
do for me if I can’t see it. The speaker said you would have to call the police. The speaker said these 
rules limit the number of people but not the number of cars. Staff said that’s right. The speaker said that 
when we got into the SEC, one Grasslands house rented out their house and it was a horror story. 
Another woman rented to some people from Georgia and it was just fine. The next year, he got a call 
from some people in Georgia to rent his house. They wanted to rent his house as the Georgia party 
home because he had a big lot and make it their party home. I think you should regulate it. Some people 
make a quick several bucks, but there are real problems with the STRs. Stanton asked the speaker if he is 
against STRs? The speaker said he is concerned about density. In his neighborhood there are lots of 
houses with double lots. Those are good places to rent, but he wouldn’t want to see it get all rented out 
on football weekends. He thinks the police do not have the ability to respond to complaints. Carroll 
asked if the speaker would be for STRs with a restriction on density. He personally said he is not in favor 
of them at all. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he is on the board of the Grasslands neighborhood Association. He 
noted that one of the Georgia kicker families rented out a house in the Grasslands and invited a whole 
bunch of the Georgia people over to party next to other people who were looking for a quiet evening. 



 

He thinks it is odd how we define commercial uses and he thinks both short term and long-term rentals 
are commercial uses. He addressed the issue of intensity of use. He thinks STRs are more intense and is 
not sure if there are real statistics regarding this. Hosted vs. unhosted is another question. Maybe we 
could have some hosted rentals. But not unhosted. Maybe there is some room for defining some 
specific areas for this type of use. Then let that neighborhood come in an apply to allow it, but don’t give 
blanket approval. 
 
Another speaker lives in the central city. She thinks we should prevent problems rather than fix them 
later. She thinks all STRs should be considered as businesses. She thinks all STRs should be hosted. She 
had a question for staff. If you allow unhosted in residential neighborhoods, will be there a limit on how 
many total houses can do it? Staff said no. She then said it would be unlimited. Staff said only if all of 
them passed the conditional use permitting process. The speaker asked staff to consider adding this 
restriction. She said that abandoned houses that are left by bad landlords could be bought up and used 
this way. She also thinks there should be notification of all neighbors. 
 
The public comment period was closed. 
 
Loe asked for clarification from staff about what motion should be brought forward at this time? Staff 
said some motion should be made, and that it may include modifications. Any request changes should 
be made as a separate motion or amendment to the base document so we can capture that. We want to 
take whatever you produce tonight to legal and then to council. The current version was drafted by 
staff. Council will ultimately include or exclude any or all amendments. 
 
Stanton made a motion to approve the ordinance as submitted and believed that the council can weigh 
the remarks made tonight. MacMann agreed and seconded the motion. He thinks that public comments 
have been heard and that not a lot of new information was brought forward this evening. Burns noted 
that she heard that citizens want to get this right before we pass anything. She wants to move this 
forward, but she knows people are concerned about the conditional use part of this. She believes that if 
we want conditional uses, we need to be prepared to do that and make it work efficiently. Carroll hopes 
that the council listens to what was said. She does not think they want to make a family renting out a 
basement off-limits and maybe we can adjust this. 
 
Stanton said we should look at the Tuscaloosa model. Maybe we can make a motion to limit 
percentages in a neighborhood. He does not want to become elitist. I don’t want to encourage 
commercial scale. I want to make it available for the little guy. If we have unhosted, we better be 
protecting the neighborhoods. MacMann reinforced the fact that the conditional use process should not 
be a barrier. We should take some of the fees and hire a staff person. We need enforcement and we 
better administer it right if we are going to regulate this. Carroll noted that we should consider limiting 
the total number of applications allowed per person and we should look at other cities in this regard. 
 
Loe thought this was a compromise bill. Not everyone is happy. What she doesn’t like is the agent thing 
being added. She thinks that creates a loophole and that it eliminates the need for an owner. This needs 
to be someone’s primary home, but there are circumstances where this would defeat our intent. She is 
uncomfortable with the fact that the existence of an agent creates exceptions. She also is not a 
proponent of STRs in R-1 neighborhoods, but she will support this as long at R-1 are hosted. The 
maximum of 3 transient guests may be uncomfortable, but I am OK with that. Bigger groups need 
conditional permission. 
 



 

Stanton restated his formal motion to approve the regulations as presented, subject to the two 
revisions noted regarding the use of the word “or” and a clarification of words regarding hosted 
definitions. The motion was seconded by MacMann. 
 
Carroll, Toohey and Burns voted NO. MacMann, Stanton and Loe voted Yes. The vote was tied 3 to 3 
so no recommendation will be forwarded to City Council. 
 
First read will occur at the council level during the first meeting in November. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(None.) 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

Only one item will occur on the next agenda. It is the Rock Quarry Road stakeholder report and 
comment on the implementation table of that plan originally submitted in 2017. The commission will 
simply be asked to acknowledge the plan and suggest changes if desired. The plan covers the area along 
Rock Quarry Road from Stadium south to the city limits. 
 
On the 24th, the commission will also look at the city’s comprehensive plan during the work session. 
They will also finish up discussions of street trees during that work session. Tonight, the commissioners 
should choose between Option 1 or 2 to narrow the discussion. Loe asked if there could be an Option 3? 
Staff said there could be something like that where only one half of a street is affected. Staff said they 
could draft something like that. Maybe we could add that as an alternative to Option 1 or 2? 
 
Stanton made a motion to choose Option 2 as presented by staff for consideration at the next meeting. 
It was described as eliminating street tree requirements from streets requiring less than 50 feet of 
roadway width. All other streets would have street trees required with a new set of rules. In Option 2 we 
have modified tree density; authorized the arborist to give some discretion in the types of trees used; 
leaving in place the requirement that no more than 30% of trees selected can be the same kind; and 
allows for clustering of trees when a unique situation occurs. Option 1 would have flipped where utilities 
and trees are placed in relation to the street. 
The motion for Option 2 was made, but failed 4 to 2. 
 
Another motion in favor of Option 1 was made and seconded. 
The motion tied 3 to 3, so it failed. 
 
Loe moved Option 3, which would include all elements of Option 2 but only require street trees on the 
side of the street where underground utilities are not placed. 
The motion failed on a tie vote of 3 to 3. 
 
By virtue of the lack of consensus, the group agreed to relook at this issue at the next work session 
and have this choice made when the full complement of commissioners is present. 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
(None.) 

 
NEXT MEETING DATE - October 24, 2019 @ 7pm 

 



 

ADJOURNMENT  
(Time: 9:51 PM.) 
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