
 

 
Columbia Planning & Zoning Commission 

Meeting Recap 
Council Chambers, Columbia City Hall 

7:00 PM Thursday, May 21, 2020 
 

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

   (Members absent: None.) 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Agenda approved as submitted.)  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (March 5, 2020 Worksession minutes approved.) 
    (March 19, 2020 Regular Meeting minutes approved.) 
 

TABLING REQUESTS 
Case # 85-2020 
A request by VanMatre Law Firm (agent) on behalf of the Donna Jean Armstrong Unitrust (owner) for 
approval of a five-lot final major plat on property zoned M-C (Mixed Use-Corridor) to be known as 
Columbia Corners, Plat 1, and an associated design adjustment to Sections 29-5.1(f)(3) of the Unified 
Development Code to allow a new lot line through a structure. The 12.84-acre subject site is located at 
the southwest corner of Clark Lane and St. Charles Road.  
(This item has been requested to be tabled to the June 4, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission 
meeting.) 
(Action: The item is being tabled to allow for the addition of some technical corrections. The item was 
tabled until June 4, 2020 by unanimous vote.) 
 

SUBDIVISIONS 
Case # 86-2020 
A request by Crockett Engineering (agent), on behalf of SBSR Properties, LLC (owners), for approval of a 
39-lot preliminary plat to be known as the "Cottages at Evergreen Place". The 7.27-acre property is 
proposed to be platted into 33 single-family lots and 6 common lots. The subject property is located on 
the west side of Ballenger Lane just north of Dehaven Drive. On February 11, 2020, the Board of 
Adjustment approved use of the cottage dimensional standards for this project. 
(Action: The applicant is seeking approval of a 39-lot preliminary plat to be known as Cottages at 
Evergreen Place, in order to permit the development of 33 single-family detached residential dwellings 
arranged around a loop street with two entrances off Ballenger Lane. A stub street, Spire Drive, has 
been provided to the undeveloped property west of the subject site to satisfy roadway connectivity 
requirements of the UDC. The site includes six common lots that will accommodate the required 
stormwater facilities for the site as well as other potential development amenities.  
 

http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=385cca7c-a435-4822-ae34-a87f94bd862f.docx
http://gocolumbiamo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c59b4f3e-6e9e-4328-b332-2c53a1344f35.docx


 

In February, the Board of Adjustment authorized the application to utilize the cottage dimensional 
standards for this subdivision. The cottage standards reduce the standard R-2 dimensional requirements 
to promote compact development. Required lot size is reduced from 5,000 to 3,000 square feet and 
minimum lot width is reduced from 60 to 30 feet. Additionally, front and rear yards are reduced from 25 
feet to 10 feet in depth, except that garages must be at least 20 feet from the front property line. While 
the proposed development will take advantage of the cottage standards, it is clear from the preliminary 
plat, specifically in regard to lot widths, that the development will not be based on these minimums. For 
example, the average lot width is roughly 38 feet. The idea of cottage standards is to help encourage the 
construction of affordable housing. 
 
Although some neighbors cited concerns about increased traffic, staff does not require screening 
between single-family uses. We will discuss construction elements and landscaping prior to the issuance 
of building permits. The proposed preliminary plat has been reviewed by staff and meets all 
requirements of the Unified Development Code. Staff recommends approval of the preliminary plat. 
 
MacMann asked about a barrier on both ends of a common lot around detention areas and an open 
spot. MacMann asked how close the new houses would be to the back of the existing houses. 
 
The floor was opened for public comment. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the project. He noted that this is the first large scale cottage plan 
brought forward under the new code. He noted that most properties back up to green space and the 
green space backs up to other people’s yards. He further noted that where the homes don’t back up to 
green space, the lots are of normal depth.  MacMann asked about price points? The engineer suggested 
$150,000. MacMann asked if they would provide screening for the one person who complained about 
neighboring properties. The engineer asked what he was suggesting? MacMann said minimal, and there 
was already some landscaping involved. MacMann asked about additional landscaping. The engineer did 
not agree to specific additional measures, but noted they will look at the plan. He also noted that they 
are aware of some questions from a neighbor to the west. 
 
Carroll asked about the requirement of a stub street in this case. Staff said that the land to the rear of 
the site should be looked at. That land is underdeveloped. In the future, the completion of that roadway 
would provide a connection to an adjacent roadway network while providing a current neighborhood 
throughway and pedestrian area. The city likes to steer these developments toward grid network 
arrangements. Why would you have to have a stub street if neither the owner nor the neighbor wants 
the street there? 
 
MacMann said he would like to see this succeed. Carroll echoed that sentiment, but she would like to 
see it supportable by its neighbors. There were no additional comments. 
 
Strodtman moved for approval with a second by Stanton. 
The motion was approved unanimously, 9 -0.) 
 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Case # 76-2020 
A request by Crockett Engineering Consultants (agent) on behalf of Reliable Community Bancshares, Inc. 
(owner) for approval to permanently zone 2.1 acres from County C-GP (Planned Commercial) to M-N 



 

(Mixed Use-Neighborhood), upon annexation. The 2.1-acre subject site is located at the southeast 
corner of Highway WW and Elk Park Drive.  
(This item was tabled at the March 19, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting.) 
(Action: The applicant is seeking approval of M-N zoning as permanent zoning on approximately 2.1 
acres of property located at the southeast corner of Highway WW and Elk Park Drive upon approval of 
its annexation into the City of Columbia.  
 
The site is currently located within unincorporated Boone County and zoned C-GP (Planned 
Commercial). The property to the west of the subject site is zoned City PD (Planned Development) and is 
currently vacant. Highway WW borders the property on its north, and property on the north side of 
Highway WW is zoned R-1 and within The Gate residential subdivision. Property to the east is zoned 
County C-GP (Planned Commercial) and is improved with the Elks lodge. The site is bordered on the 
south by additional single family dwellings, which are zoned County R-S Single-family residential. The 
site is generally contiguous with the City’s existing municipal boundary along its west property line 
across Elk Park Dr, and to the north across Highway WW.  
 
The site has access to Boone County Regional Sewer District sewer mains and will additionally be served 
by Boone Electric and Public Water Supply District 9. The subject property is vacant and subject to a 
sewer connection agreement that requires annexation prior to connection to the Boone County 
Regional Sewer District mains serving the property.  
 
Associated with this request are additional items under concurrent review. The first is a request for 
approval of a replat to combine the two existing lots into one (Case #78-2020) and the second is a 
request for approval of a conditional use permit (CUP) to allow two separate conditional uses - a Light 
Vehicle Service and Repair use (i.e. gas station/convenience store) and a Drive-up as an accessory use to 
a financial institution (Case #77-2020). 
 
Staff has reviewed the request and has the following observations.  

1. The site is currently zoned County C-GP, which is a planned commercial zoning district. The M-
N District can be an appropriate substitute for some planned districts. Several similar requests 
have been recently processed and supported since the M-N district provides new protections 
and tools that may take the place of requirements applied by existing planned districts due to 
issues with surrounding land use conflicts.  
2. The property is not located at an intersection of major arterials, where M-C zoning may be 
appropriate. Per Columbia Imagined, M-N may be appropriate within a “Neighborhood District” 
to provide services to residents, and the site abuts, and is across from, residentially zoned 
property. The M-N district limits many uses (or allows them as conditional uses) that would not 
be compatible next to residential property. In addition, the size of the area zoned commercial at 
this site, including the other commercially zoned properties, does not approach the critical mass 
of commercial zoning that could contribute to a case for M-C zoning.  
3. Surrounding zoning and land uses. The location of the M-N zoning appears to be compatible 
with the surrounding uses. 
4. East Area Plan recommends that commercial areas serve local, not regional needs, and 
recommends development per Marketplace standards.  

 
The subject site is presently contained within the Urban Service Area (USA) as presented in Columbia 
Imagined. The site would be served by the Boone County Regional Sewer District. There are no capacity 
issues in this area. Conclusion Overall, staff finds that the proposed permanent zoning is generally 



 

consistent with the goals and objectives of Columbia Imagined, is compatible with adjacent zoning and 
land uses, and is appropriate for the subject property. Staff recommends approval. 
 
The public comment period was opened. No one appeared on behalf of or in opposition to the proposal. 
 
A motion to approve was made by Russell and seconded by MacMann. 
Loe said she is generally leery of putting gas stations next to single-family uses, but this transition from 
county zoning seems like such a use was already allowed. 
 
The motion to approve the zoning was approved unanimously, 9 – 0.) 
 
Case # 77-2020 
A request by Crockett Engineering Consultants (agent) on behalf of Reliable Community Bancshares, Inc. 
(owner) for approval of a conditional use permit to allow both a Light Vehicle Service and Repair use for 
a gas station and convenience store, and a drive-up facility as an accessory use to a financial institution 
(bank), on an M-N (Mixed Use-Neighborhood) zoned property . The 2.1-acre subject site is located at the 
southeast corner of Highway WW and Elk Park Drive.  
(This item was tabled at the March 19, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting.) 
(Action: The applicant is seeking approval of a conditional use permit (CUP) to allow two separate land 
uses that are identified as Conditional Uses within the M-N district. The use identified as Light Vehicle 
Service and Repair in the UDC includes the specific use of gas station and convenience store. The other 
proposed use on the site is a bank with a Drive-up Facility (also referred to as “Drive-in” or “Drive 
Through” in the UDC). Approval of a CUP requires approval by the City Council following review and 
recommendation by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 
 
The request is associated with two other cases that were submitted concurrently with the conditional 
use request. The property is currently not within the city’s municipal boundary, and so the owner has 
requested permanent M-N zoning of the site for (case #76-2020), pending the annexation of the 
property. The owner has also requested the combination of the two existing lots on the site (case #78- 
2020), which would constitute a replat and will require Council approval only. The site plan as submitted 
presumes that the replat will be approved thereby creating a single 2.1-acre lot, which is how the site is 
laid out on the submitted site plan.  
 
A site plan has been submitted with the requested conditional uses, and it indicates the planned 
improvements for the site. A single structure would include both uses within a 5,650 square-foot 
multitenant building. The convenience store would occupy roughly 4,711 sq.ft. and would primarily face 
north, towards Route WW. A set of seven pump islands, which would provide 14 separate fueling 
locations and hoses, is proposed and includes an associated canopy covering the pump islands. The bank 
would occupy a footprint of 929 sq.ft. on the western side of the building and would include a drive-up 
facility for an ITM (Interactive Teller Machine). An ITM, according to information online, provides the 
ability to have the experience of interacting with a live person at the ATM. Customers and the teller will 
be able to see each other using video cameras and hear one another through built-in speakers.  
 
Drive-up facilities are a conditional accessory use (CA) in the M-N district. For comparison, they are a 
permitted accessory use (A) in the Mixed-use Corridor (M-C) and Industrial (IG) districts. Drive-up 
facilities are also subject to use-specific standards as well as Drive Through Vehicle Stacking 
requirements. The use-specific standards are designed to buffer the noise and other impacts that such 
facilities impose upon adjacent properties, particularly those improved with residential uses. The 



 

stacking requirements are designed to provide adequate space for drive-up areas so they do not impact 
on-site vehicle circulation and prevent unsafe situations. 
 
The applicant was required to produce a traffic impact analysis for the requested uses given the 
expected increase in traffic generation. The analysis drew two conclusions that directly affect the site. 
First, to accommodate additional vehicles in the south bound left-turn lane on Elk Park Drive, the left-
turn stacking area in the median will need to be extended to a minimum length of 50 feet in order to 
mitigate potential issues with vehicle stacking that would impede the south-bound traffic on Elk Park 
Drive. The 50 feet of space will accommodate stacking for two vehicles at once. While the analysis 
concluded that stacking for one vehicle was sufficient, it recommended fifty feet as an additional 
precaution.  
 
Another outcome of the analysis was the identification of an area that due to sight line issues will need 
to have all obstructions limited to three and one-half feet in height. With that said, the applicant and 
City engineers reevaluated the assumptions that were used for identifying the site obstruction area, 
including expected traffic speed. Based on the reevaluation, the site obstruction was reduced to a 
degree from what was recommended in the TIA. 
 
Staff evaluated this request based on the following criteria: 
 (A) The proposed conditional use complies with all standards and provisions in this chapter applicable 
to the base and overlay zone district where the property is located;   
(B) The proposed conditional use is consistent with the city's adopted comprehensive plan;  
(C) The proposed conditional use will be in conformance with the character of the adjacent area, within 
the same zoning district, in which it is located. In making such a determination, consideration may be 
given to the location, type and height of buildings or structures and the type and extent of landscaping 
and screening on the site;  
(D) Adequate access is provided and is designed to prevent traffic hazards and minimize traffic 
congestion;  
(E) Sufficient infrastructure and services exist to support the proposed use, including, but not limited to, 
adequate utilities, storm drainage, water, sanitary sewer, electricity, and other infrastructure facilities 
are provided; and  
(F) The proposed variance will not cause significant adverse impacts to surrounding properties.  
 
In terms of criteria (A), (C), (D), and (E), staff generally agrees with the applicant’s position that these 
criteria have been met. Presuming that the site receives approval for M-N permanent zoning, it appears 
to comply with those provisions. However, staff’s conclusion when reviewing criteria (B) and (F) find that 
the site will require imposition of multiple conditions in order to achieve compliance with these criteria 
with specific emphasis on the necessity of ensuring limiting impacts upon adjoining properties - most 
notably those improved with residential structures.  
 
Staff showed similar sized convenience stores located on both Grindstone and on North Rangeline. Here 
are a few things they are concerned about: 
1) the potential 24 hour-a-day operating hours (which is not common among other general retail uses 
typically expected in M-N districts),  
2) the increased level of site lighting that is expected particularly from the canopy over the pump 
locations, and  



 

3) the generation of new vehicle trips that will bring additional traffic onto the site and the surrounding 
street network (compared to other service and retail uses that are more likely to only provide services to 
surrounding residents).  
 
As for the drive-up use, in this case a bank ITM, the unique impacts identified include:  
1) noise generated from the speakers typically associated with these uses, and  
2) the queuing of traffic within the stacking lanes for the drive-up (which creates a scenario with cars 
that will sit idling while conducting business, lights that will be directed towards the surrounding 
residential properties). 
 
Lastly, the site in general has characteristics of a commercial node located within a Neighborhood 
District. While Commercial Districts are meant be allow heavy commercial uses that are regional in 
scope and auto-oriented, nodes within Neighborhood Districts should, “Provide the opportunity for 
including neighborhood commons without significantly altering the character of the neighborhood, 
attracting additional traffic from outside the neighborhood served, or creating the demand for 
additional commercial zoning”1 . This site has more in common with a commercial node than a regional 
commercial center (i.e. M-C zoning), which is why the recommendation for permanent zoning was M-N. 
 

Staff recommends approval of the request if the following conditions are met: 
1. The conditional uses will be constructed in substantial conformance with the conceptual 
site plan.  
2. Landscaping will shield the view of the building, canopy, ITM, dumpster, and parking lot 
from residential lots located on the south side of Elk Park Drive using a Level 2 landscape 
buffer. The location of the buffer will be as shown on the site plan. It will not be subject to the 
location criteria in Section 29-4.4(e).  
3. Landscaping will be provided along the Hwy WW frontage consistent with Section 29- 
4.4(d)(1) regardless of whether pavement is within 25 feet of a street right of way or not.  
4. Freestanding sign prohibited along Elk Park Drive when across from residential zoning. 
Building signage prohibited on the south side of the building. 

 
Burns asked where the shoulder curb exists and also wants to know where the sidewalk will be. Staff 
said there will be a sidewalk, but it is not a part of the conditional use request so it is not shown. 
Stormwater is provided by the city. It appears that this area has been used for detention in the past, so I 
want to make sure that we are not overloading this. There is a significant drop between this property 
and the Elk’s parking lot. I have also seen some plastic piping sticking up and I did not now what that is 
for. That’s why Rushing asked who will be overseeing this. This project is going to add to the water load. 
Staff said this will be reviewed by the city’s engineers in compliance with the city stormwater plan. 
 
Rushing asked about what they are going to do to protect the drop on the east side of the property. The 
staff said that information is not required at this stage, but the applicant’s engineer might be able to 
answer that. MacMann said it appeared that the city staff has suggested some very specific criteria. How 
will enforcement of that work? Staff said they will work with the engineer and if there needs to be some 
additional changes before construction they will come back and ask for permission. 
 
It seems that the landscaping that is being required on WW is not consistent with what else is out there. 
So, why is that being required here? Staff said that was built out in the county. Toohey said why add it 
here if others don’t already have it. Staff said they don’t see consistency with other things as a 
requirement for staff to use when developing regulations. 



 

Public comment was opened. 
 
The first speaker appeared on behalf of the applicant and he described that Break Time, Midwest Oil 
and Bank of America would be the businesses locating here. He described the overall site and looked at 
the adjacent uses. The Elk’s Lodge is commercial. Just west is commercial. And there is some additional 
business-zoned property in the area. Originally, we thought M-C would be a good choice. Staff had some 
concerns, including marijuana uses. The applicant agreed to go with M-N because they knew exactly 
what they wanted to put in here. They have submitted such plans and have worked with staff.  
 
We agree with the staff report, but don’t agree with putting the landscaping all along WW. It is 
counterintuitive to the business operation of the site. They think the landscaping diminishes the security 
of the site. We need site lines from the road. It is a deterrent and in some places is actually required. 
Finally, we are 250 feet from the closest house across the highway. This is already far enough away, and 
we also have a letter of support from the owners of those properties. 
 
This is an extensive landscape wall. It really is buffering the road, not the homes. So, why do it? We will 
do some buffering along the south side where we are closer to some homes, but the landscaping on 
WW seems like overkill. We agree to put in some landscaping items, but not the plan the city is 
suggesting. MacMann asked if they would be willing to wait another two to four weeks and come back 
then after it has been worked out? The speaker said they would prefer action tonight. 
 
Stanton asked if they are willing to do some landscaping, but not as much as what the city wants. 
Originally, we had nothing. The city wants 80%. We want something less, but it will be thoughtful. 
Carroll asked if they know exactly what that is. The speaker said it is similar to what would have been 
required under the old code. It is landscaping and trees, but it is not intended to create a barrier. There 
will be some berms around here. We will have street trees regardless.  
 
Rushing asked if there was going to be a car wash? There will not be. Rushing lived near one once and it 
was noisy.  
 
The next speaker was an engineer for the applicant. Regarding stormwater, this site is at the top of the 
hill. The site falls from south to east. Detention was never intended for this site. What we will do now 
will be on the south side and it will be in full conformance with the regulations. The sticking up plastic 
pipes are sewer laterals that were built 15 years ago. There is a drop-off going down to the Elk’s Lodge. 
We will have a short retaining wall and a slope so we will have no impact on the Elk’s Lodge or the 
nearby roadway. We will also be set back off the Elk property line where there is a slope. The slope will 
be less than what is there today. There is also support from other residential developers in this area who 
LIKE our stormwater plan. We will also have an engineer-approved lighting plan for the site. Regarding 
the landscaping along WW, we will do landscaping on 50% of the area along WW at 80% opacity. 
 
Strodtman asked how long the stretch of WW is that is being discussed for landscaping. The speaker said 
there will be more than 50 feet between the store and the road. Our counter proposal will have more 
landscaping than a lot of the landscaping surrounding other C-stores in this town. MacMann suggested 
that there may need to be some additional questions of staff. 
 
Carroll asked if staff could clarify whether they have reviewed the compromise plan or not. Staff said 
they have not. MacMann asked staff if they could live with this alternate plan that was submitted today, 
but didn’t want to change on the fly. However, staff said it does look like it is an alternative that is 



 

somewhere in the middle. MacMann said if we could integrate the applicant’s counter proposal, he 
would like it to be drawn more specifically. 
 
Zenner said staff could take the alternative suggestion but it needs to be itemized and just a loose 
drawing won’t do it. He also noted that it is true that some things shown tonight were based on the old 
code, and that the new code was adopted intentionally. There is not a free pass on this. We would 
entertain an alternative motion, but it needs to be categorized prior to adoption. MacMann asked if 
they could make a motion to approve subject to matching what was discussed. 
 
Burns suggested moving forward, adopting what is agreed to and leave that one part in question up to 
council when it gets to that stage. Loe said she thinks the requirements for the screening is to protect R-
1, and because the road is there, she doesn’t think it is needed. She thinks the staff recommendation is 
too harsh. She does not want to negotiate this down. She would prefer that it would simply go away as a 
requirement. 
 
An attorney indicated that in the exhibit that was shown earlier, there is an itemized list of plantings 
that could be used. Carroll asked if they could read that into the record. Staff said they could eliminate 
condition three if you wanted to, and replace it with the landscape plan that was submitted. 
 
Stanton made a motion to approve the conditional use permits with conditions 1, 2 and 4 and an 
addendum from the applicant, to be reviewed and approved by staff regarding landscaping along WW. 
The motion was approved unanimously, 9 – 0.) 
 
Case # 84-2020 
A request by Stacy Bryant-Wimp (member), on behalf of JSAE Enterprises, LLC (owner), for a conditional 
use permit (CUP) to allow for an accessory dwelling unit on property zoned R-1 (one-family dwelling  
district) and addressed 507 S. Greenwood Avenue. 
(Action: This request would allow a 764 square foot accessary dwelling unit (ADU) to be built above a 
newly constructed, 3-bay garage behind the existing home at 507 S. Greenwood Avenue. The home is on 
a corner lot with the home fronting onto S. Greenwood Avenue and the new garage having driveway 
access from W. Lathrop Road in generally the same location as the recently demolished garage that 
occupied the lot. ADUs are secondary dwelling units attached to or located on the same property as a 
primary dwelling unit. They are smaller than the primary dwelling unit and must meet all of the use-
specific standards of Section 29-3.3 (gg) of the UDC, which includes provisions relating to minimum lot 
size, setback, height, and parking. ADU’s are permitted in the R-2 and R-3 districts subject to the use-
specific standards of 29-3.3(gg) as a permitted accessory use. However, when desired in the R-1 district, 
property owners must obtain a CUP.  
 
According to the dimensional information provided by the applicant and confirmed via Boone County 
Assessor records, the home is 2,177 square feet in size and is located on a lot that measures 80’ x 208’ 
(16,1640 square feet). As such, the proposed square footage of the ADU meets the dimensional 
standards of 29-3.3(gg) in terms of minimum lot (5,000 sq.ft.) and maximum unit size (75% of primary 
dwelling or no more than 800 sq. ft.). Additionally, the applicant has provided information that the 
setbacks, height and other related siting requirements of Section 29-3.3(gg) will be met.  
 
In her application letter, Ms. Bryant-Wimp indicates the ADU would be a one-bedroom dwelling to be 
used by family as the principal dwelling on the lot only has three bedrooms. It should be noted however, 
that the unit would not be restricted to family use only and potentially could become a legal rental unit 



 

subject to meeting the City’s rental registration requirements. While this property is located 1/3 mile 
south of Broadway and is not included in an adopted neighborhood plan, N. Greenwood on the north 
side of Broadway was included in the West Central Neighborhood Action Plan (WCNAP). 
 
This is the second CUP for an ADU on property zoned R-1 since the adoption of the UDC in March of 
2017. Previously, ADUs were only permitted in the R-2 or higher zones. The first ADU request approved 
by the City Council and was a recently downzoned R-1 lot generally surrounded by R-2 zoned properties. 
In the case of this ADU CUP request, this property is surrounded by R-1 zoning. While staff has not 
identified any specific technical concerns (e.g. utility service capacity, parking, or others) related to 
permitting an ADU on this lot as long as it meets the requirements of the code, the larger land use-
pattern is primarily of single-family residences. As such, staff’s evaluation looked at the lot in context 
with the neighborhood and the ADU in context with the lot.  
 
Staff has received many questions regarding this proposal. Conversations with neighbors during the 
public information meeting and via phone calls have indicated general support of this plan, especially if 
only for family use. However, several residents have voiced concerns regarding the potential for the unit 
to be rented out. Given that the proposed ADU is to be a one-bedroom unit has appeared to help 
mitigate this concern. Staff has been contacted by the neighbor most directly adjacent to the home and 
garage and they noted appreciation for the architectural design of the structure and were not against 
the request. Staff noted that one neighbor indicated that the staff report is misleading and wrong in 
regard to existing structures in the neighborhood. Staff said they re-reviewed there own work and do 
not believe they have made an error in the report. 
 
The one written public comment (see attached) expressed concern with the size and design of the 
garage as well as its potential rental use. It should be noted that the garage structure has been legally 
permitted, is compliant with all city codes, and is not subject to architectural standards.  
 
While the CUP process allows imposition of additional conditions upon the request such as restricting an 
ADU to a maximum number of bedrooms, the use-specific standards applicable to ADUs were designed 
to provide standard enforceable conditions and parity for the use across all properties in which the use 
would be permitted. Given these standards are in place and that no significant concerns are noted by 
staff or adjoining property owners for which additional mitigation measures are believed necessary staff 
does not recommend the imposition of additional conditions as part of this CUP review. Overall, staff 
finds the request to be generally consistent with the evaluation criteria for a CUP and recommends 
approval. 
 
Prior to the pandemic, a permit was issued for initial construction, but no work on the ADU has been 
allowed yet subject to approval of this request. 
 
If the commission so chooses, they can add to or amend conditions. 
 
MacMann noted that there are a lot of big old garages in this area so this is not out of scale. Burns 
indicated that she thought you could not have a rental and a home on the same property. Staff said that 
the ADU is an accessory use and would be used for living space for the family and guests. However, if it 
becomes a rental, then a different rule would kick in and you would not be able to have both units as a 
rental at the same time. Staff said that would need to be determined at the time of application as to 
which one could be used in that manner. 
 



 

Strodtman asked if we do nothing with the ADU the existing garage structure will be there, right? It will 
look like an ADU even if there is not one, right? Zenner said that is correct. Zenner said you would need 
to put in a kitchen, bath and a sleeping space. However, you could also make it a workout room or 
playroom and finish it out, just not as a living space. 
 
Public comment was opened on this topic. 
 
The first speaker said that the statement that the owner to the north had no concerns is not correct. The 
speaker is appearing on behalf of the two owners and is worried that this could be converted to an 
entire new home. The speaker also noted that earlier the owner said that they intend to make this an 
Airbnb property and the son is going to live upstairs over the garage. There is only one rental unit in 
there. How does this work and how is that regulated? P&Z said those are in process. S, the speaker 
asked, how would you regulate it. What if it changes hands? Regular rentals are already regulated. 
Airbnb’s would be different. He suggested they get the information. 
 
There were no further speakers present. 
 
Burns said the applicant did not appear and there is new information from neighbors. She is surprised 
and thinks this creates a confusing situation. Carroll is also surprised that the applicant is not here. She is 
generally supportive of ADUs. It is a large garage, but I don’t think that is really our consideration 
tonight. Toohey said he thought that what they ultimately do with the property is beside the point. It is 
a part of their bundle of rights. We don’t need to know which one they are going to live in. We need to 
know if it meets the code. Carroll said that the goals of Columbia Imagined support the use of ADUs by 
rental. MacMann made a motion to approve seconded by Toohey. 
 
Rushing said she agrees with Carroll and this is disturbing. If you read the letters and look at this one 
picture, it looks too big. But I think it will fit in with the neighborhood better when it is finished. We have 
to rely on what the owner says. I think we should approve this and if it turns out she is not the owner 
then it will come up a different way. I don’t like it, but I think that’s right. 
 
The motion was approved 8 to 1 with Burns voting NO.) 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(None.) 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

 
On June 4, there will be another meeting with a work session. There will be five items on the regular 
meeting agenda. You have received the building permit report, and on the positive side, the first months 
of the year looked pretty good compared to last year. So, from the point of view, not bad. The remaining 
portion of the year, however, may not be a s bright. Right now, we only have two cases for June 18, and 
we do not know what else we will have for July at this point. The pandemic has held up some projects. 
We will see if they get new life. 
 
We also cancelled our March worksession which was the 2021 Capital improvement Program. That’s what 
we will do on June 4th during the worksession. What we guess will happen is that some capital projects 
will be pushed out to further years to save money this year. We should probably look at what might be 
best to push out and understand how that will impact us. It puts us under some pressure, but we can go 



 

through this and will have the worksession across the hall in 1A and 1B. the actual document now is only 
50 pages because we are trimming down projects for the coming year. 
 
Finally, we had been hot and heavy with looking at the attendance policy. If you would like us to continue 
looking at this, the council is supposed to approve your rules of procedure. If you want to amend your 
rules, the council will have the opportunity to tinker with the rest of it. Think about it and let me know. 
Also, there was a recommendation that the discussion of Short Term Rentals be tabled until December 7 
as a minimum. It is unlikely, right now, that this topic will come back. Staff is asking P&Z if they would like 
to do anything. There had been some discussion about how to work the document over. What would you 
like to do? We might find out what your real problems were with this issue when we look at this in the 
future. 
 
We will also need to look at the Comprehensive Plan again and that would be on June 18 and move the 
Comp Plan to July. We will have meal service on the 4th and 18th. Box lunches – no communal food. These 
are our tasks. How would you like to proceed? 
 
Burns wants to review attendance policy even if we don’t take it all the way up the chain to council. 
MacMann would like to get back to the Comp Plan on the 18th. Stanton concurs with the other 
commissioners, but he thinks we must address the short term rental issue. Burns said that the council said 
they were going to move this out until December. Burns would prefer to take up more important things. 
Stanton said if this is a hibernation time, we should take this up now while there is no political pressure. 
MacMann said we could take some time to unpack the issue. There are still a lot of bed and breakfasts 
going. June 18 Comp plan. June 4 CIP Plan. First meeting in July, attendance policy or Comp Plan. Last 
meeting in July - short term rentals if you want. Right now, council has not asked us to do anything specific 
on the short term rental issue. We can talk about it, but it might be more of an overview that would come 
out as a report, not a revised ordinance. How bout that? We will continue to hit the edge of this topic like 
we did with the ADUs tonight. 
 
No new appointment has been made to P&Z to two expired terms. Current members will continue to 
serve until a new appointment is made. 
 
That is all. 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Burns. I feel sorry that two commissioners are left hanging and have agreed to continue to serve, even 
though their terms had expired. I think there were qualified candidates available and no one made an 
appointment. That’s too bad. 

 
NEXT MEETING DATE - June 4, 2020 @ 7 pm 

 
ADJOURNMENT  
(Time: 9:13 PM.) 
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