
 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 

7:00 PM Thursday, January 9, 2020 
 

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

   (Members absent: MacMann.) 

        

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda approved as submitted.)  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (Minutes from December 19, 2019 approved as submitted.) 
 

SUBDIVISIONS 
 

Case # 25-2020 
A request by Anderson Engineering (agent), on behalf of P1316, LLC (owner), for approval of a three-lot 
preliminary plat of PD (Planned Development) zoned property to be known as Discovery Park 
Subdivision Preliminary Plat Revision #3 that includes the proposed extension of Endeavor Avenue and 
Nocona Parkway. The 52.75-acre subject site is generally located west of the roundabout intersection of 
Endeavor Avenue and Nocona Parkway. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to revise the existing preliminary plat governing the subject site. The 
proposed revision will create 3 new lots and dedicate right of way for collector level roadways within the 
subdivision. Due to the proposed creation and development of Lot 501 and the proposed extension of 
Endeavor Avenue westward, a revised preliminary plat was required. Staff indicated that within the past 
few days, the applicant has changed the plat from 3 to 5 lots and that will be explained shortly. The 
change is that two additional lots will be created that are to be considered common lots, but it will not 
substantially affect the nature of the request. 
 
The first revision of the preliminary plat of this area, Discovery Park Subdivision Preliminary Plat 2, was 
approved in 2015. The 105-acre preliminary plat included the subject property, adjacent property to the 
north that has been final platted and developed with apartments as well as unplatted property on the 
east side of Nocona Parkway. The plat also showed the design of Nocona Parkway extending south from 
its then terminus to a three-legged roundabout. The eastern leg of the roundabout continued east to its 
intersection with Discovery Parkway while the third leg of the roundabout was designed to extend to 
the south where it was proposed to tie into Discovery Parkway via a road referred to as Canterwood 
Drive. There was no intent at the time of the preliminary plat to construct a fourth leg of the 
roundabout that generally would have travel to the west toward Philips Lake.  
 

http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=527c5cd3-ea33-4659-8f7e-a49654933ea7.docx


 

Since approval of the preliminary plat, the design of Nocona Parkway was altered by moving it slightly 
east of the location shown on Preliminary Plat 2 and the applicant now desires to add the missing fourth 
leg of the roundabout. The proposed preliminary plat revision reflects the as-built location of Nocona 
Parkway between the southernmost roundabout and the next roundabout north, the roundabout itself, 
and Endeavor’s connection to Discovery Parkway. Per the proposed revised preliminary plat, the street 
network that extends south of the southernmost roundabout has been substantially revised and will be 
renamed to Nocona Parkway reflecting the new four-leg design of the roundabout. The revised 
preliminary plat also shows Endeavor Avenue becoming an east/west street that connects to Discovery 
Parkway (on the east) and extends westward as the new fourth leg of the roundabout into a cul-de-sac 
with medians partially along its length. 
 
The applicant has also submitted for concurrent review a PD development plan (Case #24-2020) for Lot 
501, as shown on the plat, which would generally include office and commercial uses. (See next item.) 
The remainder of the property not currently platted and on the west side of the Nocona Parkway 
extension is shown as Lot 502 and contains nearly 36 acres. Lot 503, east of Nocona Parkway contains 
10.56-acres. All of the proposed lots include property that is currently zoned PD; however, aside from 
Lot 501 no PD plans have been submitted. PD plan approval for Lots 502 and 503 will be required prior 
to any new development or further subdivision. 
 
There are a few other changes regarding medians and attenuation to the roundabout, but there is no 
major change to the intent of anything included in the application. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 
Although this is not a public hearing, the floor was opened for comment. 
 
An engineer appeared to answer questions, but none were forthcoming. 
 
No other people spoke and no discussion followed by the commission. 
A motion to approve passed 8 -0.) 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Case # 24-2020 
A request by Anderson Engineering (agent), on behalf of P1316, LLC (owner), for approval of a PD plan 
on 2.25 acres of PD (Planned Development) zoned property to be known as Discovery Park Plat 5, Lot 
501 PD Plan. The PD Plan proposes development generally consisting of commercial and office uses, the 
extension of Endeavor Avenue, and a design exception to Section 29-4.6 of UDC relating to entry door 
orientation. The subject site is located at the northwest corner of Nocona Parkway and Endeavor 
Avenue. 
(Action: The proposed PD plan includes the creation of a single lot and the dedication of right of way for 
the westward extension of Endeavor Avenue. The currently approved zoning allows for most 
commercial uses with some exceptions and both uses indicated on the PD, commercial (generally 
permitted) and veterinary clinic, are permitted.  
 
The PD development plan will include the construction of two, one-story office/commercial structures, 
the north building being approximately 7,000 sq.ft. and the southern building including 5,500 square 
feet for the vet office and an additional 16,500 square feet of commercial space.  
 



 

Access to the site will be from the future extension of Endeavor, and from the private street (Briarmont) 
located within the development to the north. A drive through is also planned for the south building. 
Landscaping is provided per the UDC requirements, which includes parking lot landscaping and street 
trees, some of which are currently planted. The site currently includes approximately 25 percent of the 
lot area in open space. The overall required open space is regulated by the original zoning ordinance, 
and it is currently compliant with those requirements. 
 
The applicant is also requesting one design exception to the underlying zoning requirements, which 
would otherwise require BOA approval if not for the PD plan request. The request is to waive the 
requirement that “each principal building shall have one or more operating entry doors facing and 
visible from an adjacent public street”. This requirement is meant to enhance the quality of the 
pedestrian experience along commercial corridors and provide an overall active street presence that 
faces the right of way and sidewalk.  
 
Neither building on the PD plan includes an entrance along Nocona or Endeavor, which are the abutting 
street frontages that the UDC would normally require to have business entrances facing. The applicant 
has stated a desire to place the required off-street parking for this development behind the building to 
screen the view of parking from the right of way. Access to the future tenant spaces would be from the 
rear of the building where the parking is located. Per the applicant, this arrangement is desired to be 
extended to the opposite undeveloped corner of Nacona and Endeavor and is part of an overall design 
feature for this portion of the development. 
 
In order to mitigate the impacts of removing street facing entryways, the applicant has provided an 
additional walkway between the two buildings to allow for better pedestrian access to the interior of 
the site from the public sidewalk. It is expected that the majority of pedestrians accessing the site will 
come from the residential development immediately to the north, so the additional sidewalk, coupled 
with the sidewalk along Briarmont, provides additional access points. While additional pedestrian 
connectivity does not completely replace the benefits of entryways facing the right of way, placing the 
parking lots to the rear of the building will provide an opportunity to create a unique design that 
warrants the proposed tradeoff.  
 
Also worth noting, is that all building frontages facing a public street will be required to comply with the 
applicable design guidelines for new development contained within the UDC. One such design 
requirement is that new construction contains a minimum amount (20%) of building facade 
transparency. This requirement will provide opportunities to enhance visual interest on the sides of the 
buildings fronting to either Nacona or Endeavor. 
 
Staff recommends the adoption of the plan and the design exception. 
 
The Chair asked for statements from commissioners. 
Stanton recused himself from voting on this particular case due to involvement with some projects in 
this area. 
 
The floor was opened for public comment. 
 
An engineer appeared and offered to answer questions. Carroll asked about a future subdivision in this 
area and its orientation. The engineer explained the layout and relative positioning of the buildings. 
The public hearing was closed. There was no additional discussion by commissioners. 



 

The item was approved 7 – 0 with Stanton abstaining.) 
 
Case # 38-2020 
A request by Anderson Engineering (agent), on behalf of Discovery Park Apartments, LLC (owner), for a 
PD Plan (Planned Development) amendment to the Discovery Park Subdivision Plat 4 PD Plan, with the 
most recent version administratively approved 6/11/2018, to reconfigure the layout of the dwelling 
units that have not yet been constructed. The 12.92-acre property is located on the west side of Nocona 
Parkway, approximately 1,500 feet south of Ponderosa Street. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to amend the existing 2018 approved PD plan to revise the location and 
form of several multi-family buildings on the site. The project currently has four buildings that have been 
constructed along Nocona Parkway consistent with the existing PD plan. The proposed revision would 
affect the remaining unbuilt portion of the site, generally located behind the four existing buildings. The 
subject site is located within part of Tracts 4 and 5 of the Philips Farm annexation and zoning that was 
approved in April 2004, and residential use of the subject property is permitted per the statement of 
intent (SOI).  
 
Generally speaking, the amendment would reduce the number of separate buildings from 6 to 4, reduce 
the number of dwelling units, and increase the open space on site. The proposed buildings would 
include attached parking below the units, whereas the current site includes mostly surface parking with 
some detached garage parking available.  
 
While two of the new buildings would continue to face internally to the site, the arrangement of the 
other two buildings will be southward facing an existing private street, Briarmont Avenue. Residents of 
the southward facing units would access garages via a side access drive separating the dwellings from 
the private street. To accommodate the side access drive, Briarmont will need to be shifted south 
approximately 20 feet which will necessitate the widening of Lot 402, the lot upon which the private 
street is currently located. The side access drive for the south facing units has been shown on the 
revised PD plan following conversation with the applicant regarding concerns about an earlier design 
that proposed the residential driveway connections to the garages tying directly into Briarmont.  
 
It is expected that the property to the south will develop with commercial uses (see concurrent Case 
#24-2020) and that such development may seek to utilize Briarmont for additional access. Given this 
possibility, the applicant agreed to design the proposed separation as a means of mitigating conflicts 
between potential commercial traffic on Briarmont and residents backing onto the private street. 
 
The proposed revision will result in a greater amount of open space being provided and will decrease 
overall development density even though the number of bedrooms will increase with the addition of 
more 2- and 3-bedroom units. The one concern regarding residents backing onto Briarmont has been 
adequately addressed. Staff has reviewed the proposed PD amendment and finds that it meets the 
technical requirements of the PD District and the UDC. 
 
Staff supports the request. 
 
Strodtman asked if the parking arrangements accommodate handicapped spaces and general parking 
configurations? Staff said they did. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 



 

The first speaker is an engineer connected to the request and indicated that a map shows smaller 
shaded areas and they are covered parking in addition to the regular surface parking shown. 
 
The hearing was closed, and no further speakers appeared. 
 
A motion to approve was made and seconded. 
The motion passed unanimously, 8 -0.) 

 
Case # 28-2020 
A request by Brush and Associates (agent) on behalf of Thomas and Pam Kardon (owners) for a rezoning 
of approximately .44 acres of property from PD (Planned Development) to M-N (Mixed Use- 
Neighborhood). The property is addressed 1001 N. Providence Road and is located at the northwest 
corner of Providence Road and Third Avenue. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to rezone approximately .44 acres of property from PD (Planned 
Development) to M-N (Mixed use- Neighborhood). The site has been subject of numerous rezoning 
requests over the past twenty years.  
 
In 2004, the subject property was rezoned to C-P and restricted to a single use – an auto parts store. The 
C-P development plan for this use was approved in 2005; however, site improvements were not 
completed until mid-2009. In November 2009, the subject property was successfully rezoned to permit 
an expansion of allowed uses and to revise the design parameters. The 2009 expanded use list permits 
the property to be used for general offices and the related sale or rental of goods for such uses as 
artists, lawyers, physicians, teachers, barber and beauty shops including the retail sale of beauty 
supplies, and counseling centers excluding halfway houses in addition to the previously approved auto 
parts store. 
 
Additionally, the 2009 ordinance also imposed restricted hours of operation (7:00 a.m-7:00 p.m.), a 
high-level landscaping plan, and less stringent parking (21 spaces verses 23) upon businesses operating 
on the site. Most recently the site has housed the AQ Beauty Supply store. The property owner has 
indicated challenges in leasing the space given the limitations of the permitted uses and has indicated 
going through the PD revision process for new uses for new tenants is time consuming, uncertain and 
costly. As such, they are seeking to rezone the property to the M-N district as they feel the zoning would 
allow the uses they believe are likely to want to occupy the property. Furthermore, the straight zoning 
would eliminate the need for additional rezoning actions or plan revisions in the future. 
 
Staff acknowledges the applicant’s concerns and frustrations with revisions to a PD and their desire to 
seek straight zoning; however, rezoning requests to remove property from such a designation come 
with additional concerns. Property is often zoned planned district because of a need for careful 
consideration of the impacts that permitted uses may generate on adjacent property and to allow site 
specific conditions to be applied. The requested rezoning would eliminate the ability to impose use 
restrictions, mandate enhanced landscaping requirements, and limit hours of operation. Furthermore, 
such an action would eliminate the requirement of a public approval process for site plan changes. 
  
Should the subject property be successfully rezoned to M-N, all of the permitted retail uses within the 
M-N zone would be allowed. It is staff’s belief that many of the retail uses are not appropriate given the 
property is not at a nodal location and it is directly adjacent to a residential neighborhood already 
experiencing cut through traffic and commercial creep. 
 



 

Given the immediately surrounding zoning mix, taking this property out of PD and zoning it M-N would 
be a spot rezoning, and may contribute to unplanned commercial creep further into the neighborhood. 
While some office and planned commercial uses are along the Providence Road corridor, the existing list 
of permitted uses per the site’s approved SOI do not seem out of line with the existing land use mix. As 
noted above, staff has discussed with the applicant the potential to revise the existing permitted uses to 
accommodate uses not presently allowed, but potentially appropriate on the site. As stated above, the 
applicant does not favor incrementally revising the site’s entitlement due to time and cost. 
 
Per the Comprehensive Plan, the proposed zoning designation sought with this request could reasonably 
fit within the context of the Comprehensive Plan land use designations for the site. However, when 
giving further consideration to how this property and the proposed zoning changes correlate with the 
Comprehensive Plan it should be noted that the Plan promotes context-sensitive development and 
neighborhood planning. The subject property is not part of an existing neighborhood plan which would 
typically provide finer-grain details as to its desired future land use.  
 
In preparing this report, staff has received no information from adjoining property owners or the 
neighborhood association (for or against) this proposal. The applicant has indicated the neighbors are in 
support of this proposal now that there has been time to see the building and operations thereof, 
though no correspondence has been provided. The owner of the Aroma Coffee House to the north 
attended the public information meeting in support of the request and described the challenges they 
perceived as recent applicants going through the PD zoning process. 
 
Given all of the information and the facts inherent to this site, it is staff’s finding that the requested 
rezoning is not appropriate at this time. Staff believes the remedy to the property owner is to work with 
the city and the community to revise the existing permitted uses with related and appropriate control 
mechanisms. This is especially true in an area where the land use mix is challenged by commercial creep 
in a historically residential area. 
 
Staff recommends denial. 
 
Carroll asked about the zoning of the adjoining coffee shop. Staff indicated that it is PD. Strodtman 
asked if the school was notified and staff indicated that they were notified but there was no comment 
from them. Toohey asked if staff was primarily concerned about the possibility of selling alcohol and 
tobacco. Staff said that was one concern. He then asked if the nearby Taco Bell could sell alcohol, and 
staff said there would be no restriction. Staff also indicated that they are operating as a restaurant and 
that the staff wants to consider opinions about this property offered in earlier hearings even though the 
neighborhood did not provide any comment this time. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
The first speaker said he has invested in some property in this area and he thinks commercial 
encroachment in this area could be problematic, particularly since it is located close to I-70. He owns 
lots on Third Avenue and although this seems OK on its face, he fears that this change will cause more 
non-local traffic. It won’t affect him long-term necessarily, but he is concerned about the neighborhood 
in general. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he owns the nearby coffee house, and he would rather see a 
commercial use rather than a vacant building. He gets calls about using the space, but he doesn’t own it 



 

and the PD process makes it hard to get a user. He does not want it to be a liquor store either and didn’t 
think it could be made into that. The owner is already paying property taxes, but it is hard to use it and it 
will continue to be empty. He didn’t hear anything negative from neighbors and he does not think this 
will change the total traffic at the site. Stanton asked the speaker if he understood how serious the 
neighborhood is about protecting the neighborhood. The speaker’s argument was more about letting 
someone use it because they pay taxes rather than taking into account the feelings of the neighbors. 
The speaker said he studied all of that and DID talk to neighbors. They didn’t have problems with 
neighbors, but some people that DON’T live in the neighborhood objected, not the real neighbors. In 
fact, now the neighbors use his place and he has offered for them to meet at his place. It would be 
better to have the neighboring property being used, but he doesn’t think this will increase neighborhood 
traffic. A lot of neighbors supported my shop. Stanton said he does not want a liquor store there. The 
speaker said he runs a coffee shop, but someday, it could be a cigarette store although that is not his 
plan. He just doesn’t think that the process makes it easy to use this property. The speaker said his store 
is open from 6 in the morning until 8 at night and they employ 8 people. Three of them walk to work 
because they live there. 
 
Carroll said the reason they can’t have a liquor store on his site is because he is PD. The applicant is 
asking for zoning that is different from what the speaker has and that is why this is different. 
 
The next speaker appeared on behalf of his father who owns the property. The company does not sell 
liquor or cigarettes. His group of companies does not sell tobacco and alcohol, although they do deliver 
other food. Originally, the owner wanted to sell car parts at this location. He has tried different things in 
this location. Now, he wants to have a delivery service based out of this building who will deliver 
products to people who want them, but cigarettes and alcohol are not a part of the mix. Food is, diapers 
are, other goods. This will create jobs and income. He has friends who cannot get a job. The question is 
not alcohol, it is growth and jobs. Stanton said it is not what the speaker will currently do, it is what 
could happen in the future 20 or 30 years from now. Stanton asked what would happen if you got a 
great offer from someone who DID want to sell liquor. The speaker said in order to get to use this, he 
has to ask for other zoning. So why not ask for M-N and let me do it. Carroll asked why you couldn’t do 
this under Planned zoning. The speaker said he potentially could, but his real estate advisor suggested 
asking for the open zoning. He would have to change his statement of intent to change his PD plan, so 
why not just get zoning that works all the way around?  
 
Loe asked if the use the owner wants would be allowed under the current PD plan? Staff said it would 
not be, because it is a full retail use, so that would have to be amended no matter what. The problem 
from a staff point of view is that it eliminates city control. On the other hand, the city could deny a 
license for alcohol ales at this location. 
 
Stanton says they don’t want the wild, wild west. Why don’t you try to change the statement of intent 
instead of the basic zoning? Loe noted that they have a certain business in mind, but they can’t 
necessarily go along with this. Loe asked the staff for a solution. 
 
Staff noted that the applicant could ask for a general retail use in the current PD plan, but there would 
need to be an amendment. Alcoholic beverage sales are a permitted use in the use table under general 
commercial – generally. But under the old UDC, we used Planned zoning. Now we have a new code, so 
we believe that you could make a further refinement to the Planned district statement of intent and 
restrict alcohol. You could not do the same thing with cigarette sales because it is not listed as a specific 
use. Staff further suggested that the applicant may want to come back in and work this out with the 



 

staff. That way they could keep the hours of use, restrict alcohol sales, and then you could do what you 
want now, but in the future the neighbors would be protected. That would be if the applicant is OK with 
that. If they are, we could bring this back by January 23. 
 
Strodtman noted that the online delivery COULD include the delivery of wine or booze through the 
national chain, but the local operator could restrict that, and package liquor is different than by the 
drink sale in a restaurant. A bar or nightclub would be prohibited unless they got a Conditional Use 
Permit. Staff suggested get an amended statement of intent and add alcoholic sales restrictions. Legal 
staff said this has to be the choice of the applicant. The original speaker said alcohol is not available in all 
locations and it says that on the website. Burns asked if the delivery service operates 24 hours a day. 
The applicant said they have a night shift, but they operate on demand with available stock. Burns 
thought this may actually extend hours of operation that is not intended. The speaker said when you 
pull into his parking lot, you are not flashing lights at anything. When you exit you face the high school 
ballfield. 
 
Russell asked if this would require two motions and if tabling would be a reasonable request for more 
time. Carroll asked if the driveway is from Third Avenue and the speaker said that was correct. Stanton 
asked if the applicant would be willing to go to an amendment of the statement of intent? The speaker 
said he was willing to look at this but does not want to lose the contract he has now. Stanton asked 
again. The speaker said he would change to get the potential client in the building. Loe confirmed that. 
Staff also noted that the owner could impose a private condition if they wanted to go there. 
 
Staff then explained that an amendment to the statement of intent is very specific, and if you don’t 
change the hours of operation, you won’t get that unless that is one of the changes. You can’t just 
change the part about selling liquor. Staff asked if the applicant would be willing to table this for 2 
weeks? The applicant said he does not know the part about hours of operation. He was hoping to hear 
from the real estate advisor. The advisor DID call and noted that this company does have alcohol and 
cigarettes in some locations, but they need more information. 
 
Loe asked if the applicant would agree to table this for two weeks? 
 
Tom Kardon, the father, appeared. He said this is the 18th time they have had different zoning. He had 
problems with other people who used to be around here and that was because of garbage. He doesn’t 
think this is about alcohol, he thinks it is about using this property in a reasonable way and he doesn’t 
want to have to keep coming back to the council for permission. He wants to retire. He can’t always 
come down here every time someone wants to be doing something different. He will wrap this up for 50 
years under the same ownership. You should not worry. He rejects uses he does not like. It is going to be 
something M-N someday, so let’s just do the zoning and then we don’t have to come down here every 
time. It is a good building. If I have the zoning, I can fill it. I pay the tax. I have 5 more years to pay off the 
building. I pay the bank and the city and everybody. I pay the insurance. I have had to work to support 
the building to make payments because I can’t always fill it. It won’t change anything if this building 
sells. I lie all the flowers and trees and all that. I gave them access to the alley. I did what I was supposed 
to do. Then people came back and said I cut some trees too short. I am tying to not let this whole thing 
fall apart. I have two boys. Who knows how long I am going to live? I can walk out of here no problem. 
But I just want someone in that building. Loe said she thinks they will try to work on this. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 



 

Russell made a motion to table until January 23 and asked staff to reach out to the owners so they 
understand this whole thing. Toohey said he thought this motion made perfect sense and that M-N is OK 
here and that the intent was to get away from Planned zoning. He thinks this should be a slam dunk. He 
thinks the ten-foot setback would cause even different problems. Carroll said that in the future there 
could be other problems that would arise, including that 10-foot setback that Toohey cited. 
The motion to table passed 8 – 0.) 
 

Case # 34-2020 
A request by Haden & Colbert (agent), on behalf of Elizabeth Cully (owner), to assign M-C (Mixed-use 
Corridor) zoning, upon annexation, to a tract of land containing 1.46 acres and located approximately 
750 feet east of the intersection of I-70 Drive SE and Upland Creek Road. The subject property is 
addressed 5300 I-70 Drive SE. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking permanent M-C (Mixed-use Corridor) zoning on approximately 1.46 
acres of property, pending City Council approval of its annexation into the city. The site is currently 
located within unincorporated Boone County and is zoned R-S (Single Family Residential) which is 
considered similar to City R-1 (One-Family Dwelling District) zoning district. The requested M-C zoning is 
the City’s most intensive commercial district. A concurrent M-C rezoning request (Case #37-2020) of the 
commonly owned 1.06-acre (Agriculture) zoned property immediately to the north has also been 
submitted for consideration. The two properties together are addressed 5300 I-70 Drive SE. There has 
been no contact from neighboring property owners. 
 
The subject property is heavily wooded. A dirt driveway runs through the northern tract to connect the 
home on the site to I-70 Drive SE. The home appears to have been vacant for some time. The property is 
unplatted and any future development proposals would necessitate a platting action prior to the 
issuance of a building permit. If this request is approved and the property is subsequently annexed into 
the City, it should be noted that the existing home would become a non-conforming use in the M-C 
zoning district. Additionally, the existing driveway does not meet the Fire Department’s access 
requirements and would need to be addressed should the home be desired to be occupied for 
residential purposes.  
 
This property is presently contained in the Urban Service Area (USA) as presented in the Columbia 
Imagined Comprehensive Plan. The site would be served by the City, but requires the extension of 
services upon development. Costs for utility extensions would typically be the responsibility of the 
developer. 
 
The Columbia Imagined Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as being within the land use category of 
“Neighborhood”, which is reflective of the current residential use and County residential zoning. The 
East Area Plan also identifies the area as “Residential” in its future land use map. The requested M-C 
zoning does not align well with these categories. However, in both plans, the 5.28-acre commercial PD 
(Planned Development) zoned property immediately to the east is identified as “Commercial” for its 
future land use. 
 
Staff notes the adopted zoning for the PD-zoned property contains uses permitted in both the M-C and 
M-N zoning districts subject to the approved site plan and design parameters, and that some more 
intensive M-C uses, such as car washes, commercial parking lots and auto sales lots, as well as adult 
entertainment businesses were expressly prohibited. In terms of the surrounding land use and zoning 
adjacent to the site, the property to the west is zoned A and is improved with one home each on a 4.4- 
and 7.4-acres tract, respectively, with driveways on I-70 Drive SE. The property to the immediate north 



 

is also zoned A, and is the site under common ownership requested to be rezoned M-C. To the south is 
property zoned R-1 (One-Family Dwelling District) improved with a small mobile home park. To the 
southeast, with frontage on St. Charles Road, is unincorporated Boone County property zoned C-G 
(General Commercial) and R-S (Single Family). The surroundings area is a mix of zoning of both 
incorporated and unincorporated parcels, but overall the land use pattern along the I-70 Drive SE 
corridor in this area is generally undeveloped or residential.  
 
While the St. Charles Road and I-70 Drive SE intersection is identified as a commercial node in both the 
Columbia Imagined and East Area Plans, this site is more than 750 feet away from the intersection, and 
given there is no actual commercial development on the corridor in this immediate location, staff is 
unable to support M-C zoning.  
 
As was discussed in the 2008 zoning and annexation hearings for the two properties to the east of this 
subject site (the commercial PD and the M-C property to the east of that site), staff stated that “as 
property moves away from nodes and is adjacent to residential areas, the zoning needs to step down in 
intensity and provide buffering and neighborhood protections”. It is staff’s belief that M-N zoning would 
provide a better land use transition from the surrounding residential areas to the commercial PD and 
the M-C zoned property further to the east. The East Area Plan identifies commercial uses in this area 
are generally not expected to meet regional commercial needs, but rather the everyday convenience 
and service needs to the surrounding residents. Some commercial does make some sense in the area, 
but on this particular parcel, it is less desirable, and in some places in this area that are PD, they did 
remove some of the more intensive uses. 
 
Finally, there are no direct plans to develop this property at this time. As such, the M-C zoning request 
may be viewed as premature or purely speculative, especially given the area’s present development 
pattern and market conditions. 
 
Staff recommends denial of the request. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
The first speaker was an attorney for the applicant. He indicated that he has combined his presentation 
for this case and another case that will follow. He said that the owner has owned these properties since 
1987 and has used the house that does exist on this property for charitable uses. She is ready to retire. 
The lot currently has split zoning. One part was also annexed to allow other business expansion, and the 
other part was not. He pointed out that this needs to be cleaned up one way or the other before it can 
be sold. 
 
He noted that there is corridor zoning and there is neighborhood zoning. This should be corridor zoning. 
The north property line of this parcel actually faces I-70. Everything that is along I-70 Drive is zoned 
commercial. We are asking for this to be treated the same way. That makes perfect sense. He then 
referred to the East Area Plan. It does NOT specify this property should all be residential. It shows a 
general area, not a specific property. He also disagreed with the characterization that this is NOT in the 
commercial zone in the East Area Plan. He showed where the driveway is and it is east of the 
commercial area. He also noted that staff actually refers to this area as a corridor because it is and 
should be treated that way. He also noted the buffering requirement. He stated that they do not want 
to be buffered from the neighboring property which is commercial. 
 



 

Loe asked if it was true that this is a single property? The speaker said it IS one property according to the 
deed, but it has two tax numbers. 
 
Another speaker appeared and said he was a real estate agent who does not represent this property but 
does represent other area properties. He favors this. He pointed out that one of the adjoining properties 
was the result of a forced zoning by the city that wanted commercial expansion when they did this. This 
particular property is almost a remnant property, but it fits in better with a commercial use than a 
residential use. There will need to be improvements and extension of utilities to this property including 
significant site grading. Using this as residential or M-N probably couldn’t support the cost of doing that. 
This is a small piece. Office won’t work here. This is a reasonable approach to an old piece of property 
that was left out years ago. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Loe asked about the one parcel status. Staff said they are processing this correctly and although it is a 
single parcel, it does not show up as a platted parcel, so it will need to be recorded on a single platted 
lot, not a survey. Because it is split zoned and split jurisdiction, it requires two actions on the one piece. 
 
A motion to approve the request was made and seconded. 
The request was approved 7 to 1 with Loe voting NO.) 
 
Case # 37-2020 
A request by Haden & Colbert (agent), on behalf of Elizabeth Cully (owner), for approval to rezone 
property addressed as 5300 I-70 Drive SE from A (Agriculture) to M-C (Mixed-use Corridor). The 
approximate 1.06-acre site has frontage on the south side of I-70 Drive SE and is approximately 750 feet 
east of the intersection of I-70 Drive SE and Upland Creek Road. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to rezone approximately 1.06 acres of property from A (Agriculture) to 
M-C (Mixed-use Corridor). The applicant is also pursuing a concurrent permanent M-C zoning, upon 
annexation, request for the commonly owned 1.46-acre parcel immediately to the south (Case #34- 
2020). The two properties together are addressed 5300 I-70 Drive SE; access to the home on the 
southern tract is through the property that is the subject of this request.  
 
The two properties immediately west of the subject site are zoned A and improved with one single 
family home each with driveways connecting onto I-70 Drive SE. Property west of Upland Creek Road, 
along I-70 Drive SE, is zoned M-C; however, is undeveloped. The first commercially used property 
(actually zoned IG) along I-70 Drive SE is approximately ½ mile west of the subject site. East of the 
subject site is a 5.28-acre undeveloped tract zoned PD (Planned Development) which permits 
commercial uses. To the south is property zoned R-1 (One-Family Dwelling District). To the southeast is 
County property zoned C-G (General Commercial) and R-S (Single Family) with frontage on St. Charles 
Road. The C-G zoned properties at the intersection of Bull Run and St. Charles are commercially 
improved. Property on the north side of I-70 Drive SE is not zoned as it is the I-70 right of way corridor. 
The subject property is currently unimproved and has a Type II (intermittent) stream running generally 
east to west approximately 40-feet back from the I-70 Drive SE frontage.  
 
The property is heavily wooded. A dirt driveway runs through the subject property to connect to the 
home on the parcel to the south that appears to have been vacant for some time. Both parcels are the 
subject of this rezoning request and both properties are unplatted and would require platting prior to 
future development their rezoning and requested zoning upon annexation be approved. 



 

 
The Columbia Imagined Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as being within the land use category of 
“Neighborhood”, which is a reflective of the current residential use and agricultural zoning. The East 
Area Plan identifies the area as “Residential” in its future land use map. However, in both plans, the 
commercial PD-zoned property immediately to the east of this property is identified as “Commercial” for 
future land use; the adopted zoning for the PD-zoned property contains uses permitted in both the M-C 
and M-N zoning districts subject to the approved site plan and design parameters.  
 
The subject site is approximately 750 feet to the west of the St. Charles Road and I-70 Drive SE 
intersection. The intersection is identified as a commercial node in both plans. However, at this far a 
distance from the intersection, and given there is no actual commercial development east of the 
intersection on property permitted for commercial uses (in addition to the residential nature of most of 
the surrounding area), staff is unable to support M-C zoning.  
 
As was cited in the 2008 staff reports for the properties to the east of this site (the PD directly to the 
east and the M-C zoned property to the east of that track closer to the intersection with St. Charles 
Road), commercial development is more appropriate at the intersection with some buffering needed 
between the commercial uses to the residential developments further to the west along the corridor. As 
such, in 2008 the M-C zoning (formerly C-3) was seen as appropriate further to the east and closer to the 
intersection, with the PD (formerly C-P) zoning adjacent to this property to provide buffering, use 
restrictions, and site controls inherent to the planned development zoning process between the 
residential uses and the commercial node.  
 
There are no direct plans to develop this property and there is a large preponderance of vacant, 
commercially zoned property within the surrounding area. As such, the M-C zoning request seems 
rather premature or purely speculative for this area at this time. Furthermore, the proposed zoning is 
overly intensive this far away from the identified commercial node.  
 
Given the site’s adjacency to the commercial PD to the east and being on the edge of what has been 
identified to be the commercial node in the prior two land use plans for this area, staff would be 
supportive of either PD zoning with limited commercial uses, or M-N (Mixed-use Neighborhood) zoning 
for this area. 
 
The site abuts single-family property, and if the property to the south is annexed, the properties 
combined would then abut the mobile home park on E. St. Charles Road and be near the multi-family 
development on Talon Road as well. If the two tracks are jointly developed, the potentially negative 
impact of M-C uses in terms of land use incompatibility may be compounded for the adjoining 
residential neighbors. M-N zoning may provide better land use transition from these residential areas to 
the commercial PD and then M-C zoned property further to the east. The M-N district limits uses 
typically seen as incompatible with residential (or allows them only as conditional uses) and also permits 
multi-family dwellings, providing opportunities for increased residential. 
 
Staff does not support the request. 
 
A public hearing was opened and immediately closed since the applicant had already made a 
presentation including this property. 
 



 

A motion to approve was made and seconded. Loe noted that she will vote NO again since she thinks 
M-N is more appropriate in this area. 
The motion was approved 7 to 1, with Loe voting NO.) 

 
Case # 39-2020 
A request by A Civil Group (agent), on behalf of Columbia Housing Authority (owner), for approval to 
rezone property addressed as 201 Switzler Street that includes an O-P development plan known as 
Administrative Building for the Housing Authority of the City of Columbia, from PD (Planned 
Development) to M-OF (Mixed- use Office) to remove PD requirements, and to rezone property 
addressed as 209 Switzler from R-MF (Multi-family Residential) to M-OF (Mixed-use Office) to allow for 
construction of an office building. The subject site is located at the northeast corner of Switzler Street 
and Trinity Place. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking to rezone two properties that they own to M-OF which would allow for 
office and other permitted uses. The site addressed as 201 Switzler is currently zoned PD (formerly O-P) 
with an active development plan known as Administrative Building for the Housing Authority of the City 
of Columbia O-P plan. The 1999 rezoning ordinance (Ord. #15984) and approved development plan 
limited the use of the site to a single use, an administrative building for the Housing Authority, as well as 
included a set of design parameters. Because the lots have common ownership, this seems like a logical 
request and it allows better use of the smaller lot without requiring access to Providence Road.  
 
Prior to being rezoned to PD in 1999, this property was zoned R-3 (now R-MF) and had been zoned for 
multi-family uses since 1935 when it was originally classified as District “C” - Apartments. The site at 209 
Switzler (previously addressed as 407 N Providence) is currently zoned R-MF and was previously 
improved with a dwelling, but is now vacant. The Housing Authority maintains a patio area on the site, 
but there are no buildings on the site currently.  
 
CHA has stated that their intent through this request is to construct a building on this site to use as 
additional office space for their administrative offices. The property at 209 Switzler has also been zoned 
for multi-family uses since 1935. A previous request to rezone the site to O-1 in 1999 failed to be 
approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council. Concerns included access from 
Providence and whether the site should be zoned O-P (Planned Office). 
 
The Comprehensive Plan identified the subject site as lying within the land use category of a 
Neighborhood District. Per the Comprehensive Plan, Neighborhood Districts can contain “a limited 
number of nonresidential uses that provide services to neighborhood residents,” as well as residential 
uses. Below is an itemized list of circumstances that staff believes support approval of the request.  
 
Staff believes there are several factors that would support this request: 

● The two sites are under common ownership. In the event that 209 Switzler is improved with 
an office building, off-street parking would be required. Because both properties are owned by 
CHA, it is possible that the parking that would be required for the construction of an office 
building on 209 Switzler could be accommodated by existing excess parking on 201 Switzler. 
This would alleviate the need for 209 Switzler to construct parking on the site, which given its 
relatively small size would be difficult to accommodate. This also eliminates the need to 
consider an access point onto Providence Road for 209 Switzler, which is a concern; traffic 
would access the site via the parking lot that accesses Switzler. 
 
● Current owner is Columbia Housing Authority, which has a unique interest in the office 



 

use in this location. CHA plays a specific role in providing services within this neighborhood 
and elsewhere. It seems unlikely that these properties would be sold and/or leased to someone 
other than the current owner, which may not provide additional services to the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
● Uses in the M-OF would be compatible with surrounding properties (201 and 209 
Switzler). While the current site is only permitted one specific use, M-OF would permit most 
residential uses, office uses, community service uses (police station, library, etc.), and 
daycares, along with other uses. 
. 
● Additional landscape buffering would be required along boundaries with R-MF if not 
currently screened (209 Switzler). If a new office building is constructed, Level 1 landscaping 
and buffering (4-foot landscaping, 6-foot screen) would be required along the abutting property 
lines zoned R-MF with a residential use. 

Other Circumstances to Consider: 
● O-P (now PD) zoning was approved to allow only CHA administrative offices. The use 
restriction allowed only a very specific use, for the administrative offices for CHA. Removing that 
restriction makes it feasible for the site to be sold or used for other permitted uses within the 
MOF.  
● Rezoning 209 Switzler by itself would present challenges. Developing this site on Providence 
as an office would likely require creating additional ingress/egress to the site from Providence. If 
constructed, its existence could create traffic conflicts along this arterial street. No traffic impact 
analysis is required for this request given its small scale.  
● Shared parking arrangement will likely be required. Given the relatively small size of the 209 
Switzler, its redevelopment as an office would be hampered by the required parking spaces 
needed for an office use (1 space/ 300 sf gfa-general office). As such, the applicant has stated 
that they intend not to construct on-site parking, but instead use the excess parking located at 
201 Switzler as off-site parking, which is allowed in the UDC. Support for the rezoning of 209 
Switzler relies somewhat on the fact that these two parcels have the same owners and a shared 
parking arrangement can be employed that eliminates the need for a stand-alone parking lot 
that would require Providence access. However, nothing will restrict the sale of either property 
in the future, which could complicate any shared parking agreements.  
● Lot at the northwest corner of Providence and Switzler zoned R-MF. If both properties are 
rezoned to M-OF, then this site will become a relative island of R-MF. Residential uses could still 
be constructed on this site, or the owners could also request a similar M-OF zoning. 

 
Overall, staff supports this request. 
 
Toohey asked what the parcel was that exists just east of this site. Staff said it is a separately owned R-
MF property. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the applicant and offered to answer questions. None were 
forthcoming and the public hearing was closed. 
A motion to approve was made and seconded. 
The motion was approved unanimously, 8 -0.) 

 



 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(None.) 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

Staff said that the next meeting will occur on January 23 with a work session before. The work session 
will consist of a presentation by city utilities about the city’s service area.  
 
On the regular agenda there are two cases 
 

Subdivisions 

• Rockbridge Elementary – Plat and design adjustment 
 
Public Hearing 

• Summers and Greer Cherry Bark Permanent zoning (near Country Woods for access to 
sewer) 

• Kardon request that was tabled at tonight’s meeting 
 

There will be a joint meeting of city and county planning commission on February 6 during work session. 
It will be a meet a greet since they will all be working together on the West Columbia Area Plan. General 
parameters for the plan will be discussed and the commissioners can discuss other ideas and limitations. 
 
Loe will be absent at that meeting. 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

(None.) 
 

NEXT MEETING DATE - January 23, 2020 @ 7 pm 
 

ADJOURNMENT  
(Time: 9:17 PM)  
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